3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the DEIR and responses to environmental issues raised in
those comments. Each letter has been given a designation and each individual comment within a letter has been
given a number designation for cross-referencing. Responses are numbered so that they correspond to the

appropriate comment. Each letter is followed by the responses to the comments in that letter.

As noted previously, a public hearing on the DEIR was held on August 23, 2007, and public comments were
received at that meeting. A summary of the oral comments received at the hearing, and the corresponding
responses is included following the comment letters and responses. The comments presented during the public

hearing are paraphrased.

Table 3-1 lists all parties who submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review period.

Table 3-1
Commenter Letters and Oral Comments Received
Commenter Date of Letter Desﬁgtrgzzion
Organizations
Law Offices of J. William Yeates on behalf of Friends of the North Fork September 21, 2007 Yeates
Protect American River Canyons September 23, 2007 PARC
Ashley Memorial Dog Park Foundation September 7, 2007 Ashley
North Fork American River Alliance September 22, 2007 NFARA
Friends of the North Fork September 24, 2007 Friends 1
Friends of the North Fork September 24, 2007 Friends 2
International Mountain Bicycling Association September 24, 2007 IMBA
Individuals
Sherry G. Turner September 11, 2007 Turner
Bert Pierroz August 14, 2007 Pierroz
Craig Wilson August 15, 2007 Wilson
Randy Martin August 15, 2007 Martin
Bill Haley August 20, 2007 Haley
Bruce Sayre August 24, 2007 Sayre
Richard Goodwin August 23, 2007 Goodwin
Cheryl and Richard Herms August 23, 2007 Herms
Helen Crawford August 26, 2007 Crawford
George Palma August 28, 2007 Palma
Steve Trythall August 27, 2007 Trythall
Michael E. Reese August 23, 2007 Reese
Kurt Sorensen September 6, 2007 Sorensen
William M. Wauters September 13, 2007 Wauters 1
William M. Wauters September 20, 2007 Wauters 2
Jay Shuttleworth September 21, 2007 Shuttleworth
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW

Placer County

31

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



Table 3-1

Commenter Letters and Oral Comments Received

Commenter Date of Letter Desﬁztrgzzion
Avrianne R. Danforth September 21, 2007 Danforth
Kathy Dombrowski September 21, 2007 Dombrowski
Donna Furlow September 21, 2007 Furlow
Janet and Larry Glenn September 21, 2007 Glenn
Debbie Murphy September 21, 2007 Murphy
P. Will September 21, 2007 Will
Stephanie Williams September 21, 2007 S. Williams
James Yee September 21, 2007 Yee
Pat Miller September 22, 2007 Miller
Catherine M. O’Riley September 22, 2007 O’Riley
Susan Parry September 22, 2007 Parry
Alice Tenscher Dunbar September 24, 2007 Dunbar
Barbara Heyward September 23, 2007 Heyward
Roberta Raymond September 23, 2007 Raymond
Jeanne Bonner September 24, 2007 Bonner
Patricia Gibbs September 24, 2007 Gibbs
Randy Hackbarth September 24, 2007 Hackbarth
Julie Hahn September 24, 2007 Hahn
Patricia Keller September 24, 2007 Keller
Sarah Konst September 24, 2007 Konst
William A. Newsom September 24, 2007 Newsom
Sharon Talley September 24, 2007 Talley
Linda Silva September 24, 2007 Silva
Laurie Sweeney September 24, 2007 Sweeney
Donna Williams September 24, 2007 D. Williams
Jo Ann Kita September 16, 2007 Kita
Public Hearing
Randy Martin August 23, 2007 Martin 2
William Wauters August 23, 2007 Wauters 3
Andrew Gerhard August 23, 2007 Gerhard
Ruth Sorensen August 23, 2007 Sorensen 2
Richard Goodwin August 23, 2007 Goodwin 2
Franki Terrazos August 23, 2007 Terrazos
Michael Garabedian August 23, 2007 Garabedian
Janet Peterson August 23, 2007 Peterson
Eric Peach August 23, 2007 Peach 2
Toby Covich August 23, 2007 Covich
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH )
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT , "€or ot

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CvRTHIA BREANT
GOVERNOR,. DRECinR

_ Dear Andy Fisher:

September 26, 2007

Axpdy Fisher :
Placer County, Department of Facility Services
11476 C Avenue i .
Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: North Fork American River Trail Project
SCH#: 2005112042 :

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft BIR was (wete) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
ber 24, 2007. We are forwarding these comments fo you

of the state review peried, which closed on Septen]
& be addresséd in your fial environmentzl

because they provide information or raise issues that shoul
docament.

&5 not requiré Lead Agencics'to respond fo late comments.

The California Bnvironmental Quality Act do
our final environrmental

However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into y
docuirent and to consider them prior to taking final action oz the proposed project.

Please contact the State Ctemghuuse at (316) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the abpvemamcd project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number {2005112042) when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

e BT

Tory Roberts
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
co: Resources Agency

EHd L2d3Stam

&]:
391

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-304
{016) 445-6613  BAX (016} 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
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Yeates

LAW OFFICE OF
J. WILLIAM YEATES
3400 COTTAGE WAY, SUITE K.

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825
TELEPHONE: (916} 609-5000

FACSIMILE: (916) $09.5001 KEITH G, WAGNER
J. WILLIAM YEATES www.envirogualitylaw.com JASON R. FLANDERS
September 21, 2007 ’ Sent via Overnight Mail

Andrew Fisher _

Placer Cotinty Department of Facility Services
Parks and Grounds Division

11476 C Ave.

Auvburn, CA 95603

afisher(@placer.ca.gov

Re:  North Fork American River Trail Draft Environmental Impact Report
(SCH No. 2005112042)

Dear Mr. Fisher:

On behalf of our clients, Friends of the North Fork, we submit the foliowing comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR") for the above-mentioned project:

A, SOIL IMPACTS

The DEIR fails to quantify the amount of soil and rock that will be disturbed or relocated by the
project. Nor does the DEIR specify where the disturbed soils and rocks will be placed other than
to say that best management practices will be used. What specific best management practices
will be employed? How, specifically, will these best management practices secure the removed
soil and rock to prevent erosion? While the DEIR does state that impacts resulting in

“significant disruptions, displacements, compaction, or overcrowding of the soil” would be
considered to be significant, the DEIR fails to analyze whether the project would create dny of
these impacts." Won’t the large amounts of dirt required to be removed from the trail tread and Yeates-1
hillsides result in “disruptions” and “displacements™ of the s0il? Moreover, the DEIR’s
threshold of significance is circular and impossible to understand, since it states that an impact is
significant “if it would cause . . . significant disruptions,” but does not describe what a
“significant disruption™ is. Because the DEIR fails to quantify the impacts on the existing
environment, the public has no information to evaluate the magnitude of soil related changes
caused by the proposed trail construction and future maintenance.

The DEIR fails o fully describe and mitigate the project’é impact to soils resulting from
construction and operation on steep siopes The DEIR states; “[wlherever feasible, the trail

surface has a grade of less than 10%.”® Where on the trail will it be infeasible tohave a grade Yeates-2
less than 10%? What impacts to soil will construction and operation of the trail have on slopes
with grades greater than 10%? Will creating trails with greater than 10% slopes result in
'DEIR 11-12.
? DEIR 3-3.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Andrew Fisher

North Fork American River Trail DEIR
September 21, 2007 '
Page 2 of 5

substantial erosion, the loss of topsoil, or unstable soils? Could these impacts be avoided by an
alternative trail alignment?

The DEIR only evaluates the slope of the trail moving siong the proposed trail path, but fails to
evaluate the impacts associated with the slope of the land moving horizontally across,
perpendicular to, the proposed trail. What about the environmental consequences of cutting the
trail along or into the slopes of the steep canyon? How will the proposed project prevent
substantial erosion along or from the canyon slopes where the trail has been cut along or into a
steep slope?

' Yeates-2
(Cont.)

B. WATER QUALITY

The proposed project is required to obtain a new section 401 certification from the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”). The existing certification relies on a mitigated
negative declaration for a previcus trail proposal that has been vacated. The project has been
amended to include new stream crossings, new trail segments, and new slopes on the trail, and
the RWQCB must evaluate the impacts of these changes when considering the project’s new
application for a water quality certification. The previous RWQCB’s section 401 certification
regquired that, “Except for activities permitted by USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act, soil, silt, or other organic materials shall not be placed where such materials could pass into
surface water or surface water drainage courses.” How is this feasible? What specific amounts
of rock and dirt will be removed, and what specific best managernent practices will feasibly
prevent any of the rock and dirt from reaching the River? The DEIR states that impacts to water
quality would be significant if the project “would result in . . . discharge into surface waters or
other alterations of surface water quality.”® The DEIR fails to provide substantial evidence by
describing how large amounts of dirt and rock that have been removed to construct the trail will
be kept from eroding into the river.

Yeates-3

The DEIR states, “five of the stream crossings would require the construction of bridges because
of the size of the streams in these locations.”” What specific criteria were used to determine Yeates-4
which streams would require bridges, and which would not? What impacts will occur to stream
crossings without bridges, which will be avoided on streams with bridges?

C. ALTERNATIVES

The DEIR fails o consider a reasonable range of feasible altematives that would reduce or avoid
the project’s significant environmental impacts. CEQA requires that

An EIR for any project subject to CEQA review must consider a reasonabie range Yeates-5
of altemnatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which (1) offer
substantial environmental advantages over the project proposal . . ; and (2) may
* DEIR 3-12.
*DEIR 12-9.
* DEIR 3-5.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR ' EDAW
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Andrew Fisher

North Fork American River Traii DEIR
September 21, 2007

Page 3 of 5

be ‘feasibly accomplished in a successful manner’ consuienng the economic,
environmental, social and technological factors involved.S

Instead of looking at a reasonable range of alternatives, the DEIR only considered the proposed
project, and the “original alignment alternative,” for which the County originally prepared a
mitigated negative declaration, but later set aside. The DEIR asserts that the on%mal alignment
_alternative would have greater environmental impacts than the proposed project.” Thus, the
DEIR has not evaluated alternatives which “offer substantial environmental advantages over the
project proposal.”™ The DEIR should consider using existing trails to avoid new impacts, Also,
the DEIR should consider moving some trail segments farther away from the River, to avoid
erosion entering the River; and, the DEIR should consider locating the trail in areas where slopes | yeates-5
do not exceed 10%, and/or where cuts into the steep canyon slope would not be required to Cont
construct the proposed trail. (Cont.)

Because the DEIR failed to evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the proposed
project, the DBIR further violates CEQA by designating the proposed project as the
environmentally superior alternative. As the DEIR notes, CEQA requires that “[i]f the
environmentally supenor alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR. shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”® The DEIR states that, other
than the no project alternative, the environmentally superior alternative is the proposed project.’’
This designation obviously fails to satisfy CEQA requirernents. The proposed project cannot be
both the project and a feasible alternative to the project.

D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The DEIR states that “[v]egetation removal would be minimized within the trail corridor to the

_extent yossable however, up to 15 feet may be cleared where needed to promote safe lines of
sight.™" Under what circamstances would this wide swath need to be cleared? Could alternative
trail alignments avoid the need to clear this wide path? By what means would the vegetation be Yeates-6
cleared? How would the cleared area be maintained? Have surveys for rare or endangered plant
species along the trail alignment, including the clearance area, been completed?

The DEIR fails to state the rate at which removed Oak trees with diameter at breast height
(“DBH”) greater than six inches will be replaced.”® The DEIR states that the County shall take
measures to compensate for the loss of trees, as provided in the Placer County Tree Ordinance.
Despite this claim, the DEIR does not require that destroyed trees be mitigated by re-planted, - Yeates-7
because the Placer County Tree Ordinance does not require replacement. The determination to
replace trees 1s within the county’s discretion. Therefore, if the County decides not to replace
* destroyed trees, the DEIR has failed to mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level.

® Citizens of Geleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors {1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 536.
! ' DEIR 16-7 10 169, 16-12.

¢ Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 556.
! CEQA Guidelines, § 151126.6, subd. (e)(2).
'® DEIR 16-13.
1 DEIR 3.5,
¥ DEIR 5-18, 5-11.
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Andrew Fisher

MNorth Fork American River Trail DEIR
September 21, 2007 '

Page 4 of 5

The DEIR admits that foothill yellow-legged frogs may develop eggs and larva in stream
crossings along the trail during the summer, but the DEIR fails to fully mitigate the project’s
impacts to the foothill yellow-legged frog. First, the proposed mitigation measure applies only to
construction operations, and does nothing to avoid impacts that trail users will have on foothili
yellow-legged frog egg deposition and development in small pools and tetraces occurring along
the drainages and streams that cross the trail. The project will only create bridges over a small
number of these stream ctossings, and the remainder of stream crossings will be directly
impacted by foot, horse, and bicycle traffic. Second, the DEIR’s mitigation of construction
impacts actually admits that construction may take place when water is present in these streams
during the breeding and larval development season, yet the only mitigation measure the DEIR
proposes for impacts to such water is that rocks will not be removed from these areas. Won't
other physical impacts to the stream crossings during construction adversely affect developing
eggs or larva, such as foot and tractor traffic across and through the stream, bridge construction,
or placing new rocks for the trail crossings in the waterway?

The DEIR fails to fully mitigate impacts to migratory birds. The DEIR admits that impacts to, or
removal of, small trees and shrubs “could also result in the loss of migratory bird nests, which is
also considered a potentially significant impa % However, the DEIR orly provides that “[i}f
woody vegetation [small trees and shrubs] must be removed during the pesting season, the
amount and extent to be removed shall be minimized to the extent feasible.”'* Thus, the DEIR
explicitly allows small trees and shrubs to be removed, even if they contain nests for migratory
birds, and even during the nesting season. The DEIR proposes much more stringent mitigation
measures for nests oceurring in trees greater than six inches, DBH. Why does the DEIR not
provide the same mitigation measures for nests occurring in trees less than six inches, DBH, or

‘for nests occurring in shriths?

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES

The DEIR admits that significant cultural resources may exist along the proposed trail location,
but the DEIR fails to mitigate potential impacts to those cultural resources to less-than-
significant levels, Mitigation measure 6-2 states that if cultural resources are encountered during
project construction, an expert will be consulted to recommend mitigation measures. This
deferral of mitigation is inadequate becavse it fajls to include specific performance standards or
standards of significance that would go to ensuring that impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant. Moreover, this mitigation measure should require construction crews to be trained in
identification of cultural resources, so that if such resources are encountered during construction,
construction crews will recognize the relevant artifact as significant, and cease construction
appropriately, before destroying, or ignoring, significant cultural resources.

13 DEIR 5-12.
“ DEIR 5-16.

Yeates-8

Yeates-9

Yeates-10
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Andrew Fisher

North Fork American River Trail DEI R
September 21, 2007

Page 5of 5

E. AESTHETIC IMPACTS

The Placer County General Plan requires that that “new development in scenic areas (e.g., river
canyons, lake watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines and steep slopes) [be] planned
and designed in 2 manner which . . . aveids locating structures along . . . stee; slopes 5 Yet, the Yeates-11
DEIR admits that *{{lhe proposed irail alignment is located on steep slopes.” ¢ The DEIR needs
to evaluate the environmental consequences of ignoring existing County policy regarding
development along steep slopes.

G. JOINT STATE/FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

CEQA reqmres that a state'lead agency, preparing environmental review for a project that will
also require review under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™), should approach
the responsible federal agencies to prepare a joint BIR/EIS, “to avoid the need for the federal
agency 1o prepare a separate document for the same projeot. 17 Has the County approached the
Bureau of Reclamation about prepmng a joint EIR/EIS? Because of substantial revisions to the
proposed project (the old project is in fact the only alternative to the proposed project) since the -

Bureau’s adoption of the Angust 2, 2004, Finding of No Significant Impact, the responsible Yeates-12
federal agencies must determine anew whether the proposed project will have significant 1mpacts
on the environment. If the environmental impacts resulting from the design change are
significant or uncertain, as compared with the original design’s impacts, a supplemental
Environmental Assessment is required before the federal agencies may issue any permits for the
proposed trail.”® The state lead and responsible agencies should take this opportunity to work
with federal permitting agencies in perfoiming a full environmental review of the proposed
project,

H. CONCLUSION

Thank you for the opportunity to ¢omment on this DEIR. We look forward to your responses. -

Sincerely,

%ason ;;anders :“"‘“’

¥ DEIR 7-8.

' DEIR 12-10.

17 CEQA Guidelines, § 15222.

¥ Price Rd. Neighborhood Ass'n v, United States DOT, 113 F.3d 1505, 1508-1509.
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Letter

YEATES

Response

Law Office of J. William Yeates

On Behalf of Friends of the North Fork
Jason Flanders

September 21, 2007

Yeates-1

Yeates-2

Yeates-3

As described on page 5 of Appendix B to the DEIR, prior to trail construction, all
surficial vegetation and debris should be stripped and removed to approximately 2 feet
beyond the limits of grading. The estimated depth of this vegetation removal is
approximately 2-4 inches below ground surface. These materials should not be used
within fills along the trail, but may be used as topsoil over finished slopes, if debris is
removed. The cut material would be distributed uniformly onto the subadjacent slope and
would “adjust” to the slope and settle over time.

As described on page 6 of Appendix B to the DEIR, to mitigate potential erosion and
subsequent surficial slumping, topical areas of high erosion potential (e.g., ephemeral
crossings, grade dips, etc.) would be vegetated as soon as possible, and surface drainage
would be directed away from the top slopes. The uppermost 2 feet of new cuts would be
“rounded”. Measures would also be provided to reduce concentration of runoff where the
trail gradient exceeds 5%. These measures may include grade dips, grade reversals, and
energy dissipaters at discharge points. The amount of soil and rock material that would be
disturbed during construction would be minimized. The exact amounts of soil and rock
material would not be known until the final design phase of the project. Based on the
project description, the trail construction involves cuts and fills less than 5 feet in height.
It is the opinion of Blackburn Consulting, based on the study and recommendations
contained in the Geotechnical Input Report, included in Appendix B of the DEIR, that the
resulting earthwork volume would be minor, and the project would not result in
significant disruption, displacements, compaction, overcrowding of the soil if it is
constructed in accordance with the Project Description and recommendations included in
the Geotechnical Input Report. Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be consistent
with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit) Water
Quality Order 99-08-DWQ and the Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

As described on page 1 of Appendix B to the DEIR, most of the slopes along the trail
alignment average about 70% gradient (35°, about 1.4H:1V), or flatter. Some segments,
however, traverse slopes approaching 100% gradient (45°, 1H:1V). Section A of
Appendix B to the DEIR also shows a typical cross section that illustrates the steepness
of the canyon slopes. See response Yeates-1.

As described on page 11-15 of the DEIR, the County shall comply with the terms and
conditions set forth in the Section 401 water quality certification obtained from the
Central Valley RWQCB. Because of alignment changes and new drainages affected since
the issuance of the Section 401 certification, this permit will be resubmitted and any new
conditions attached to that permit will be incorporated into the project. The County shall
notify the Central Valley RWQCB in writing of the start of any in-water activities. The
following is a list of terms and conditions of the Section 401 certification:

»  Except for activities permitted by USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act,
soil, silt, or other organic materials shall not be placed where such materials could
pass into surface water or surface water drainage courses.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Yeates-4

Yeates-5

Yeates-6

» The discharge of petroleum products or other excavated materials to surface waters is
prohibited.

» Activities shall not cause turbidity increases in surface waters to exceed:

— where natural turbidity is between 0 and 5 Nephelometric Turbidity Units
(NTUs), increases shall not exceed 1 NTU;

— where natural turbidity is between 5 and 50 NTUs, increases shall not exceed 20
percent;

— where natural turbidity is between 50 and 100 NTUs, increases shall not exceed
10 percent;

— where natural turbidity is greater than 100 NTUs, increases shall not exceed 10
percent.

Except that these limits will be eased during in-water working periods to allow a turbidity
increase of 15 NTU over background turbidity a measured in surface waters 300 feet
downstream from the working area. In determining compliance with the above limits,
appropriate averaging periods may be applied provided that beneficial uses will be fully
protected.

» Activities shall not cause settleable matter to exceed 0.1 milliliters/liter in surface
waters as measured in surface waters 300 feet downstream from the project.

» Activities shall not cause visible oil, grease, or foam in the work area or downstream.
» All areas disturbed by project activities shall be protected from washout or erosion.

» In the event that project activities result in the deposition of soil materials or creation
of a visible plume in surface waters, monitoring shall be conducted immediately
upstream and 300 feet downstream of the work site and the results reported to the
Board within two weeks.

» Placer County Department of Facility Services shall notify the Board immediately if
the above criteria for turbidity, settleable matter, oil/grease, or foam are exceeded.

» Placer County Department of Facility Services shall notify the Board immediately of
any spill of petroleum products or other organic or earthen materials.

The width and steepness of the defined streambanks were used to determine which
stream crossings would require bridges. Bridges would be required at crossings that were
determined to have banks that were too steep or too wide to allow for safe crossing
without a bridge. Bridges were proposed to allow for safe crossing and not as a means of
avoiding significant stream impacts. Impacts to streams are discussed in Impacts 5-4 and
12-1 and 12-2 of the DEIR.

Please see Master Response 1.
There would be no clear-cutting along the trail for safe lines of sight. Status oaks, as

defined by the Placer County Tree Ordinance, would not be removed when clearing for
safe lines of sight. As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, vegetation clearing along the

EDAW
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Yeates-7

Yeates-8

Yeates-9

Yeates-10

trail corridor before construction would be performed by hand. Clearing would be
maintained by the County as necessary. As described on page 5-3 of the DEIR, a
preliminary delineation of waters of the United States, including wetlands, was conducted
by EDAW wetland ecologists in February 2004. Special-status plant surveys were
conducted in the project area in May and June 2004 by EDAW botanists. Because there
have been minor adjustments to the proposed trail alignment since 2004, additional
surveys were conducted in 2006 and 2007. Prior to construction, an additional 2.3 mile
segment of the trail will be surveyed for Brandegee’s clarkia.

Pursuant to the Placer County Tree Ordinance, the County would purchase oak woodland
mitigation credits for all oak trees greater than 6 inches dbh that are removed as a result
of the project.

CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage
where feasible. The mitigation measures to protect foothill yellow-legged frog are
established to minimize impacts to foothill yellow-legged frogs during construction, if
they are present in the construction area. Impacts to foothill yellow-legged frog
populations from foot, horse, and bicycle traffic once the trail is operational are expected
to be minimal, because the proposed trail does not cross any perennial streams; the
ephemeral and intermittent streams are not likely to provide consistently suitable aquatic
habitat for the duration of the breeding and metamorphosis period. In addition, the
gradient of most of these streams is not suitable to support foothill yellow-legged frogs. If
foothill yellow-legged frogs were to be present at one or more of the stream crossings,
potential trampling of egg masses, tadpoles, or adults is not likely to eliminate the
regional population or reduce the population below self-sustaining levels. As described
on page 5-15 of the DEIR, the County and its primary construction contractor shall
implement the following measures to reduce impacts on foothill yellow-legged frogs:

Construction of the trail across drainages and streams shall occur when the drainages are
dry, to the extent feasible.

Guidelines shall be implemented to protect water quality and prevent erosion, as outlined
in the BMPs in Chapter 3.0, “Project Description,” and Mitigation Measure 11-2, “Obtain
Authorization for Construction Activities with the Central Valley RWQCB and
Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as Required.”

If water is present during construction, disturbance to pools and slow runs with cobble-
sized substrate shall be minimized. In particular, rocks shall not be collected from in-
water environments from late March to early September to avoid disturbing foothill
yellow-legged frog egg masses and tadpoles.

Implementation of this mitigation would reduce impacts to yellow-legged frogs to a less-
than significant level.

CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage
where feasible. Mitigation Measure 5-2 includes measures to avoid loss of active raptor
nests and to minimize impacts to migratory bird nests through limiting removal of
vegetation during the nesting season that could be used as nesting substrate.

As described on page 6-15 of the DEIR, appropriate measures may include no action,
avoidance of the resource through trail realignment, subsurface testing, and potentially
data recovery. The "no action" scenario is only applicable if the archaeologist determines
the find is not significant according to CEQA and Section 106 criteria. The County will
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conduct training for all construction crews for all sensitive resources including cultural
and biological resources.

Yeates-11 The proposed project is a recreational trail that would follow the contours of the North
Fork American River canyon and is not considered a structure.

Yeates-12 The County has coordinated closely with U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
throughout the environmental review process and Reclamation has reviewed and
provided comments on the EIR.

After review of the DEIR and FEIR, Reclamation has prepared a revised FONSI for the
proposed project (see Appendix A).
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PARC

23 September, 2007

Andy Fisher, Senior Planner

Placer County Parks and Grounds Division
11476 C Avenue

Auburn Ca 95603

889-6819

Dear Mr. Fisher,

Please accept these comments on behalf of Protect American River
Canyons regarding the Draft EIR on the proposed American River
North Fork Trail. The PARC Board of Directors is in agreement that it is
extremely important to protect the remarkable wilderness, scenic
and cultural values of the North Fork American River Canyon. While Parc-1
_the Draft EIR in part reflects the delicate balance between the
conservation of the canyon lands and development of a new trail in the
American River, we have significant design and management
comments, The PARC Board of Directors is supportive of the North
Fork Trail with the following suggested maodifications.

The trail width jumped from 4 feet to 6 feet. Andy Fisher
suggested we look at the trails in the Hidden Falls County Park. The
Seven Pools Trail that incorporates the shoulder slope as part of
the overall trail width configuration fits most closely with our Parc-2
concept of how the trail should be built. We are in agreement that the
cut should be no wider than the Seven Pools Trail. The trail machine
blade width should not exceed 4 feet. Several of the other trails in
Hidden Falls were too wide and the Hidden Falls Trail itseif has design
problems that make it undesirable also. '

The Ponderosa Road Staging Area should be eliminated. Expand
the staging area at upper Clementine to accommodate NFT use. The
proposed staging area located on Ponderosa Road is unsafe for trucks
and horse trailers, It would also create an ugly scar in the canyon. Parc-3
Consider minimum requirements for staging area parking. Linking the
staging area on Auburn-Foresthill Road across from Drivers Flat Road
to the proposed NFT is a poor optioh also. Encouraging use of the Long
Point firebreak would encourage downhill mtn. bike use, which is
already out of control in some areas of ASRA.

We recommend an odd-even day trail use on the section of trail
from upper Clementine to Ponderosa Way. This would reduce user Parc-4
conflicts and erosion from horses and min bikes. This system has

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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proven effective at Mammoth Bar, on the Tahoe Rim Trail, and on
other Sierra trails. We also recommend soliciting the mtn bike patrol
and horse rider patrol groups to help with the friendly enforcement of
the management goals pertinent to NFT use.

Install trail barriers prohibiting motorized use of the trail.

"Unauthorized motorcycle use is a chronic problem in the Auburn State

Recreation Area. Motorcycle riders cause an enormous amount of trail
damage and often go off trail causing even more resource damage.

Establish thresholds for trail closure in the event of conflicts
with canyon wildlife. No wildlife should be displaced or destroyed as
a result of opening the proposed North Fork Trail. '

 User friendly interpretive signs and an educational brochure

should be developed to enhance the quality of the proposed North Fork
Trail experience. Install information kiosks at trailheads.

We remain committed to the support of a North Fork Trail that is
primitive in nature and that does not result in excessive damage to the
wilderness and scenic values and natural resources of this unique
American River wilderness area. We are hopeful that these issues.can
be resolved soon so that we do not lose this trail building opportunity.

Sincerely,
Eric Peach

for Protect American River Canyons
530-885-8878

Cc: John Ramirez, Placer County Parks and Grounds Division
Jay Galloway ASRA Superintendent

Parc-4
(Cont.)

Parc-5

Parc-6

Parc-7

Parc-8
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Letter

PARC

Response

Protect American River Canyons
Eric Peach
September 23, 2007

PARC-1

PARC-2

PARC-3

PARC-4

PARC-5

PARC-6

PARC-7

PARC-8

Comment noted. No further response required.

The 6-foot trail for the proposed project would be constructed in similar geometric
manner to the Seven Pools Trail in Hidden Falls Regional Park including the shoulder
slope. The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed
project would be similar to those used for the Seven Pools Trail and the Connector Trail.

There are no plans to expand the upper Clementine staging area as part of the proposed
project. The upper Clementine staging area would provide parking in its current state.
The use of Long Point Fuel Break Trail is not endorsed as part of this project, nor is the
use of the Driver’s Flat Road. See Master Response 2.

See Master Response 3.

As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, a deterrent to motorized vehicles is required. This
would be addressed by the installation of walk-throughs or turnstiles, at trail entrances
and intersections with roads. Stepovers or other measures approved by U.S. Department
of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) may also be used. In addition, State Parks patrols
the Auburn State Recreation Area (ASRA) with a full time ranger program

The proposed project would not substantially diminish habitat for wildlife species, or
cause any populations to drop below self-sustaining levels. The proposed project would
become part of the ASRA trail system managed by State Parks. Wildlife will continue to
be managed in accordance with the policies of the ASRA. Both impacts to wildlife as a
result of the proposed project and public safety related to wildlife attacks are addressed in
the DEIR (see Chapters 5.0 and 14.0 of the DEIR)

As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, the proposed trail would include an interpretive
program. As part of this program, self-guided informational signage would be provided to
inform area visitors of natural, cultural, and physical features encountered along the
proposed trail alignment. An informational kiosk would be installed at the Foresthill
Bridge and Ponderosa Bridge Staging Termini to provide information about the trail,
such as trail etiquette, safety, and educational information. The County welcomes
additional input on the comprehensive interpretive program.

Comment noted. No further response required.
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Ashfc:g Memorial
Dog Park qundationﬁ

565 Riverview Driw:, Auiﬁurn, CA 2560% l

=3

= 2
September 5, 2007 - R

“0 ::i?_;

L= £
Placer County - ﬁ:ﬁ
Facility Services Dept. L
% Andy Fisher i a
11476 C Avenue SRt
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Andy,

As a dog owner and a Director of the Ashley Memorial Dog Park Foundation, | would like Placer Ashley-1
County to consider a section of your new 14 mile naturat surface Trail for off leash dog use.

Since the trails are alfeady used by wild life and equestrian activities, an area for our canine friends to
run free of leash would be great. Dog leash free areas are a great form of people recreation. With

our ageing demagraphics more households have dogs than kids and seek a healthy lifestyle with our
four legged friends.

Ashley-2

{ would be very interested in being part of the dog friendly off leash commitiee. Pigase add me to '

your user list of interesied parties for future meetings.

Ashley Memorial Dog Park

' 530-889-1202

r.pinnick@sbcglobal net
EDAW o ~ North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Letter Ashley Memorial Dog Park Foundation

ASHLEY Laura Pinnick, Director
Response September 7, 2007
Ashley-1 It is not consistent with the goals and objectives of the proposed project to provide off-

leash dog use.

Ashley-2 No off leash committee currently exists. Commenter will be added to the mailing list for
the proposed project.

EDAW
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NFARA

North Fork Amerjcan River Alliance
(VEARA)

PO Box 292
Gold Run, CA 95717

Mission Statement
b preserve the widd soendc and crbonrad ferdiage withun the wiatershed of thee North Fork Amercan Kiver

Officers 2007
Presideny: Jim Ricker  Vice President: RonGould  Treasure: Jody Suter
Secretary: Catherine O'Riley Az Large: Bob Suter, Heidi Johnson
Honorary Member: Rena Ferreira

September 22, 2007

Andy Fisher

Placer County Depariment of Facility Services, Parks Division
11476 C Avenue

Ayburn, CA 95603

afisher@placer.ca.gov

Re: North Fork American River Trail Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH No.
2005112042)

Dear Mr, Fisher:

North Fork River Alliance is submitting the foliowing‘ comments on the Public Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the North Fork American River Trail Project
(NFARTP).

We were disappointed with the the Jack of alternatives for the NFARTP. We find them
inadequate and incomplete.

To reduce the project impact on the undeveloped North Fork American River canyon NFARA-1
above Upper Clementine other alternatives should be included in the DEIR process.
There should be an alternative that does not have the project enter the NF canyon above

1
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Upper Clementine. Another alternative could be a muiti-use trail to upper Clementine
followed by a narrower less intrusive hiking trail to the Ponderosa Bridge,

In December 2005 NFARA submitted a letter to Andy Fisher, Placer County Department
of Facility Services, Parks Division, Among our recommendations for alternatives to the
proposed project was the suggestion that the proposed trail could connect to the Upper
Clementine Road and from there connect with the Forest Divide Loop Trail (#12 on the
Auburn State Recreation Area Map). It could then continue on to connect with any
number of existing trails. Another possibility would be to connect the NFARTP to the
Long Point Fuel Break Trail (#19 on the ASRA Map) which would then give access to the
extensive preexisting trail system. We pointed out that an added advantage to these NFARA-1
suggestions would be a substantial cost savings and would eliminate the need for a (Cont.)
staging area at the Ponderosa Bridge. Both the Upper Clementine Road and the Long '
Point Fuel Break trails have existing staging areas where they junction with Forest Hill
Road. These alternatives were not included in the DEIR.

It could be argued that increasing demands for recreation within Placer County would
require a multi-use trail to accommodate these demands but this trail need not be
constructed in the North Fork Canyon in a remote and pristine setting.

Under the circumstances, we have no choice but to choose the “No Project Alternative”.
Our many concerns are listed below.

Multi-use trails have multiple user problems. Most hikers do not want to hike along a six
foot wide or greater “road” and endure fast moving bicycles. Equestrians are concerned
about their horses being spooked by bicycles and hikers with the possibility of a horse and
its rider being forced off the trail and down a steep embankment. Mountain bikers want
to cruise unencumbered by slow moving hikers and spooky horses. In the end, multi-use NFARA-2
could easily come down to primarily bicycles. The DEIR states that there is potential for
conflict, but the impact is considered to be Less Than Significant (I.TS). Any time you put
mountain bikes on the same trail with other nser groups you have a potentiaily significant
chance of conflict.

The Impact Analysis for transportation circulation is considered to be LTS, This is based
upon LOS C or better classification and the premise that the proposed trail would not
create its own demand and would not significantly increase traffic in the project area. Yet,
CEQA guidelines stipulate that the proposed project would result in a potentially NFARA-3
significant impact on traffic or circulation if it would result in “increased vehicle trips or
traffic congestion, hazards 1o safety from design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or insufficient parking capacity onsite or offsite.

Ponderosa Way is a very steep, windy and narrow dirt road. It is illogical to place a
staging area for equestrians at the Ponderosa terminus, Neither the Weimar nor

Foresthill side of Ponderosa Way is suitable for trailer traffic. If a large truck with a horse NFARA-4
trailer was to meet another such vehicle coming in the opposite direction there would not

2
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be enough room to pass. There are many places where the line of sight does not allow
one to see very far ahead which further hinders passing. Assuming heavy use of the
Ponderosa staging area, how will the horse trailers be able to park and torn around on the
narrow road and within a relatively small staging area? This safety issue could impact
emergency access if the road became blocked or if there was a fire. Beyond safety,
damage to the road will occur due to increased use by large vehicles pulling trailers, It is
stated in the document that there is parking capacity for 18 trucks with trailers at the
Ponderosa staging area. The Ponderosa Bridge area already suffers fromh a lack of
parking. Other users who would park in the staging area include river rafters/kayakers,
hikers going to Codfish Falls, fishermen, ORV enthusiasts, swimmers and others that just
want access to the river.

The dirt portion of Ponderosa Way is predominantly 12-14 feet wide. The width of the
proposed trail would be up 1o 15 feet where needed to promote safe lines of sight,
Apparently, bicycles and horses need 15 feet in places along the proposed trail to be safe
while large trucks with trailers need only 12-14 feet to maneuver bhnd curves along a very
steep road with a horrendous drop-off on one side.

According to the DEIR document, State Parks would increase maintenance of Ponderosa

Way to ensure the safety of vehicles using the roadway. What exactly is meant by this? NFARA-4
The roadway would need to be widened and possibly paved to accommodate large rucks (Cont.)
pulling horse trailers.

The docament does not address the poor condition of the 11 foot 6 inch wide Ponderosa
Bridge. Although the bridge has a metal frame, the bed of the bridge is made from
wooden cross beams. Overall, the wood visible on the tread is in very bad condition, The
wood is rotting and, where it has rotted through, 2X4 foot plywood patches have been
screwed over the rotted wood. Some raised tread boards are missing creating an uneven
driving surface, Nails and bolts are sticking up from the boards. In order to patk in the
proposed Ponderosa staging area this safety hazard must be crossed and then recrossed
to exit the area. Rapid deterioration of a bridge in such poor condition is inevitable
considering the increased use by trucks and trailers. This is a disaster waiting to happen.

The location of the Ponderosa staging area will necessitate a huge amount of earth
moving. What are the mitigation measures for the construction impacts of this staging NFARA-5
area, which will ultimately carve an ugly scar into the hillside? :

Why is there no habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan currently in
effect for the project area?? This is outrageous and allows the proposed project to NFARA-6
disregard conservation and create the potential for destruction of habitat.

The streams along the proposed trail are beautiful delicate riparian areas. The excavation
of a trail and building of bridges in these streams will disrupt their natural beauty and NFARA-7
potentially harm a species of special concern, the Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog.

Raptors of special concern such as the bald eagle, osprey, sharp-shinned hawk and NFARA-8
3
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NFARA-8

Cooper’s hawk and migratory birds will all be disrupted, despite the mitigation, during the (Cont.)

three years it takes to construct the proposed trail.

According to the Impact Analysis, the construction-generated noise levels could reach
between 80 and 93 dBA at 50 feet. Apparently this does not pose a problem for humans
due to the remote location of the proposed project. However, no mention is made
concerning the impact to the fauna who live in these remote locations. It is projected that NFARA-9
the project will take three years to complete. This is a significant amount of time to
subject the wildiife to noise levels considered to degrade the hearing of most people
under the conditions of “continuous exposure”. (A time frame was not given to define
continuous exposure).

Tt remains unclear whether or not the new trail alignment contains the CNPS List 1B NFARA-10
species Clarkia biloba.

There seems to be some concern about human-wildlife interactions. Imagine a remote
canyon where people rarely visit. Suddenly there is a three year construction project
involving multiple people and noisy trail construction equipment, This is followed by an
influx of multi-use recreational enthusiasts who are not necessarily thinking about their
inrvasion of the animals’ habitat. Are you worried about the people being attacked by
animals or the animals losing their once peacefus! existence to humans?

NFARA-11

Mitigation measures set forth to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive weeds
does not seem feasible. Eradication of invasive weeds plus preventing vegetation from
overgrowing the tread would be accomplished with, among other things, herbicides. This
would lead to contamination of water courses and poisoning of animals with toxic NFARA-12
chemicals. Release of hazardous matesials during construction or maintenance is
probably inevitable. Who will oversee and be responsible for preventing the
contamination of soil and water sources?

The argument that there would be no increase in demand for police or fire services seems
unrealistic. The Ponderosa Bridge is already the destination for some disreputable people.
The area adjacent to the bridge is littered with beer cans, cigarette butts and other various
types of trash. Increased use would only make matters worse. There will also certainly be
an increase in the threat of fire, accidents, vandalism, illegal camping, use of the trail for

motorized vehicles and altercations between user groups. NFARA-13

The DEIR statement that the number of users in the Auburn State Recreation Azea
would remain the same but be dispersed differently is questionable. According to Table 2-
1 “Increase in Unauthorized Activities in the Project” there may be an increase in the
number of visitors to the Auburn SRA. State Park rangers can’t possibly be available to
patrol the proposed trail at all times, especially given that the trail is 14.2 miles Iong and
partially in a remote section of the canyon.

No matter how good the intentions of the proposed trail alignment, users of the proposed
~ trafl will find informal connections to the river. What is the point of a trail along a river if | NFARA-14

4
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one cannot go to the river?

How will the motorized dirt bikes be prevented from using the proposed trail? State Park
rangers spread over a huge jurisdiction will certainly not be able to prevent this from
happening. If a bicycle or horse can fit through the turn stiles, so can a dirt bike. There is
already illegal OHV use occurring on ASRA managed lands off Ponderosa Way above
Sore Finger Point. This trail connects to Ponderosa Way, a road that passes through reral
residential areas on both sides of the canyon. Many OHV users can often be seen in the
canyon from Ponderosa Way. The trail itself will likely become a source of iliegal use. It
will serve as a corridor for OHVs going up and down the canyon connecting with Upper
Clementine where there already is illegal OHV use occurring due to easy entry from
Boole Road in Applegate. This is a not a LTS impact as stated.

A proposed trail that initially started out to be four feet wide has now been increased to
six feet but may vary up to fifteen feet where needed. The wheel base of a Toyota 4X4
truck is less than six feet wide. A fifteen foot trail bed could accommodate two Toyota
4X4s passing in opposite directions! And this would be dug out of a steep slope with no
visual impacts? This is a road, not a trail,

The Auburn State Recreation Area Interim Resource Management Plan is currently under
revision. It would be appropriate to wait until the plan is finalized before implementing
the NFARTP. As it stands now, the project is not consistent with the ASRA interim
management plan which calls for the area above Upper Clementine to have only a hiking
trail, if that. The dichotomy is if this project will conflict with the Management PIan or
will it unjustly influence the future Management Plan?

CEQA for this proposed trail project should be part of the ASRA RMP.

Since the original NFARTP proposal was reviewed by the Bureau of Reclamation and
determined to be a project of “No Significant Impact” the new proposal should reguire a
review under NEPA and a joint EXR/EIS should be prepared.

Expansion of the trail network in this area is a priority for the county partially due to
growth demands for recreational facilities. Multi-use trails are only one type of
recreational facility. We should provide for other recreational opportunities in the NF
canyon. Any trail in the NF canyon should be considered in light of an overall _
management plan that addresses ali the recreation opportunities, including recreational
wilderness. Additional demand for recreation facilities could come from other trail users
wanting equal access for the type of trail experience that they degire. Adding a multi-use
trail could create a demand for non-multi use trails based on equal recreational access.
The impacts to other recreational uses (unspoiled wilderness recreation) in the project
area are not considered. This should be addressed in the ASRAGP. Because the project
area is currently surrounded by open space and undeveloped land, the proposed trail
alignment WOULD conflict with adjacent land uses. Constructing a 6-15 foot “road” in
a pristine undeveloped area is in conflict with the rest of the area.

5

NFARA-14
(Cont)

NFARA-15

NFARA-16

NFARA-17

NFARA-18

NFARA-19

NFARA-20
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We feel that the county, through a nonpublic process, has pressured State Parks to change
its land use management policy in this part of the canyon. These types of decisions would
be best left to the more public process being used in developing the ASRAGP and
associated trail management plan. One would hope the ASRAGP wouid address
recteational opportunities and make sure that pure wilderness recreation is recognized.
Wilderness recreation would be appropriate above Upper Clementine considering a multi-
use trail would be intrusive and have a huge impact on a remote and pristine area.

Mitigation would be to eliminate the pm;iosed trail above Upper Clementine in order to
wait for the new ASRAGP and trail management plan; especially considering that the
interim plan recognizes the value of the undeveloped area above Upper Clementine.

The Weimar-Applegate-Clipper Gap General Plan states:

Goal A.2: Preserve outstanding areas of natural vegetation. or fish and wildlife habitat.
Policy A.2.1. Preserve the natural condition of all stream influences, including flood plains
and riparian vegetation areas.

The Foresthill Divide Community Plan has these policies:

Policy 4.A.1-1, Policy 4.A.1-10, Policy 4.A.1-15, Policy 4.A.2-3, and Policy 4.A.6-1 which
would seem to be counter to the proposed project. Does the county supersede the local
General Plans?

The Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures go into great detail on the impacts and
how they will be mitigated. Who will oversee the project at every step to guarantee that
the mitigation measures are followed? '

‘The proposed trail is not a necessary development. The argument that & 6-15" wide
“trail” is needed to accommodate the immediate needs of hikers, equestrians and
mountain bikers when they have many other options from which to choose is ridiculous.
This does not even include the future needs of the area. What remote and pristine areas
will be developed next? Instead, we shouid be rejuvenating old Forest Service and
historic mining trails rather than building new ones. New multi-use trails should be
constructed closer to areas within the county with the greatest population density.

Given the many sites documented during prior surveys, even if not found during this
survey, it would seem unavoidable that some cultural resources would be overlooked and
destroyed during the construction process.

The soil types in the proposed project have been characterized as having moderate to very
high erosion hazards. There exist along proposed alignment areas slope instability
and/or stall landslides. This is a forewarning of problems during construction as well as
maintenance issues in subsequent years. Substantial measures will need to be
implemented to control erosion and sediment due the steep slopes along the proposed
trail. In addition, winter weather events as well as user activities will create ongoing
degradation of the trail.

. The question remains how the huge volume of dirt, rock and duff will be dealt with.

6
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The DEIR addresses significant irreversible environmental changes such as the potential
for contamination by fuels and other building materials. Contaminating soils and
watercourses so a relatively small number of outdoor enthusiasts can recreate in a new
location is unjustifiable.

NFARA-28

The statement that the project is a relatively small scale trail that could be restored to a
natural condition in the future if desired is preposterous. Even if it was left to the
elements and not maintained it would remain a blight on the landscape for a very long
time. This is based on the observations of historic trails constructed by the gold miners in | NFARA-29
the mid to late 1800s. Even though they are now overgrown and were originally
constructed with less than a six foot tread they remain quite noticeable as trails. It seems
evident that changes in visual resources are very long lasting and do not disappear within
a year as stated by the DEIR.

This is not to mention the four bridges that will be constructed over watercourses. Would
these be torn down if the area was “restored™? NFARA-30

" Since the North Fork Trail Project originally started as the “Phase I" segment of the
proposed Capital to Capital Trail, allowing it to be constructed is essentially a step toward
an ill-conceived trail through the wild and beautiful North Fork American River.

At that time the Cap-to-Cap was being considered, a glossy brochure was produced
promoting the project. Alarmed concemed citizens who love the North Fork Canyons
gathered together to stop the project. The Cap-to-Cap, in its entirety, was tabled and the NFARA-31
“stand alone” Notth Fork American River Trail concept was born. Many people believe '
the Cap-to-Cap will be resurrected at a later date and that the NFARTP is “Phase 1” in
disguise. According to the DEIR document State Parks will not consider planning or
defining any potential sections of trail in the North Fork American River Canyon above
Ponderosa Bridge until the update for the Aubum SRA GP/IRMP has been completed.
That statement has some interesting implications.

ASRA, in its planned operation of the new river access at the dam site, has severely
restricted use due to fire concerns. The river access will only be open for use when the
entry road is staffed. How is there any significant difference between the project area and NEFARA-32
the river access area at the dam site? Why does the proposed project not require similar ‘
mitigation? Obviously, with the way the river access at the dam site is managed with
respect to fire, this issue is not a LTS impact for the proposed trail,

Some of the funding for the proposed trail comes from a Proposition 40 grant. Since
Placer County apparently needs more recreational use areas perhaps Proposition 40 grant NFARA-33
money would be better spent building parks and multi-use trails near the ever growing
Roseville housing developments.

In July 2003 the Trail Advisory Group developed recommendations for the proposed NEARA-34
alignment of the NFARTP. Among the recommendations that have not been addressed
7
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in the Proposed Plan are:

1) The trail should be primitive in character, It should be hand-constructed; the SWECO
trail cat should not be used. ‘

2) Trail bed width should be no greater than four feet. The width of the proposed trail is
now six feet increasing up to fifteen feet where needed. At the time of the agreement NFARA-34
why was there no mention that a four foot tread did not conform to State Parks’ (Cont.)
standards for multiple-use trails? '
3) Mountain bikers and horseback riders should be encouraged to dismount and walk in
fragile trail areas. _

4) Where user safety or resource values are at risk due to simultaneous multiple use, an
odd/even trail use program should be considered. Most conflicts are not reported, thus
the lack of data. Almost any conflict should be considered a safety issue.

In conclusion, the Public Draft Environmental Impact Report for the North Fork
American River Trail Project. presents a myriad of concerns and is unacceptable due to, NEARA-35
among other issues, the lack of viable alternatives to the proposed project. Because of -
the blatant disregard for alternatives and unacceptable mitigation measures for the
proposed project we must recommend the “No Project Alternative”.

Sincerely,
Board of Directors, North Fork American River Alliance

Submitted by:

W%@g

Catherine M. O'Riley
.Secretary, North Fork American River Alliance

Printed on 100% recycled paper.
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Letter

NFARA

Response

North Fork American River Alliance
Catherine M. O'Riley, Secretary
September 22, 2007

NFARA-1

NFARA-2

NFARA-3

NFARA-4

NFARA-5

NFARA-6
NFARA-7

NFARA-8

NFARA-9

See Master Response 1.

See Master Response 3. As described on pages 14-8 and 14-9 of the DEIR, because user
conflicts do not constitute an effect on the physical environment, this is not a significant
impact under CEQA.

As described on page 8-6 of the DEIR, because the staging termini would be designed to
include measures for safe ingress and egress of trucks and trailers, the project would have
a less-than-significant impact on hazards to safety from design features. In addition, as
described on page 8-6 of the DEIR, because existing parking and additional parking
spaces created by the proposed project are expected to be adequate for trail users, this
impact is considered less than significant. Both the Placer County CEQA Checklist and
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) were used to determine the
significance of project-related impacts. The Placer County CEQA Checklist is used by
the County to determine if an EIR should be prepared for a project, whereas thresholds in
Appendix G are used to determine the significance of a project’s impacts once the
decision to prepare and EIR has already been made. Therefore, in some cases the
County’s Checklist has lower thresholds of significance than Appendix G. The DEIR text
has been changed to reflect the Appendix G threshold that was used to determine the
significance of traffic-related impacts. See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of
this document for a revision of this text.

See Master Response 2.

The area surrounding the Ponderosa Staging Terminus would be revegetated following
construction. See response Yeates-4.

This topic is outside the scope of the proposed project and DEIR.
See response Yeates-8.

Potential loss of active raptor nests will be avoided by Mitigation Measure 5-2 as
described on pages 5-15 and 5-16 of the DEIR, including avoiding removal of potential
nest trees if feasible, pre-construction surveys prior to tree removal or other construction
activities, and establishment of protective buffers around any active nests. With
implementation of these measures, loss of eggs, young, or adult raptors is not expected to
occur. Disruption of birds during the construction period will be minimized by limiting
the amount of woody vegetation to be removed during the nesting season in areas near
raptor nests. Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to substantially
diminish habitat for wildlife species, or cause any populations to drop below self-
sustaining levels.

The construction-generated noise could range from 80-93 dBA at 50 feet. For
comparison, automobile noise can range up to 90 dBA at 50 feet (EPA 1978). While
noise levels within this range may elicit a noticeable response in wildlife (Larkin et al.
1996), the construction-generated noise associated with the proposed project is not
expected to substantially diminish habitat for wildlife species, or cause any populations to
drop below self-sustaining levels.
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NFARA-10

NFARA-11

NFARA-12

NFARA-13

NFARA-14

As described in Appendix C to the DEIR, Brandegee’s clarkia (Clarkia biloba spp.
brandegeeae) was encountered along the original trail alignment during the 2004 surveys.
No occurrences of Brandegee’s clarkia were encountered along the proposed trail
alignment during the 2007 survey; however, this survey was conducted during the non-
blooming season and additional surveys of this alignment would need to be conducted
during the blooming season. As described on page 5-13 of the DEIR, if Brandegee’s
clarkia is encountered during pre-construction surveys, implementation of Mitigation
Measure 5-3 would reduce impacts to special-status plants to a less-than-significant level.

Both impacts to wildlife as a result of the proposed project and public safety related to
wildlife attacks are addressed in the DEIR (see Chapters 5.0 and 14.0 of the DEIR).

The County is committed to implementing Mitigation Measure 5-6 as described in the
DEIR and Chapter 5 of this FEIR, to reduce impacts related to invasive weeds.

As described on page 15-9 of the DEIR, before the commencement of trail construction,
the County shall implement the following measures.

» An accidental-spill prevention and response plan shall be prepared and implemented
for storage and use of hazardous materials during trail construction and maintenance.
This plan shall identify measures to prevent accidental spills from leaving the site and
methods for responding to and cleaning up spills before neighboring properties are
exposed to hazardous materials.

» The County shall ensure that any employee handling hazardous materials are trained
in the safe handling and storage of hazardous materials and trained to follow all
applicable regulations with regard to such hazardous materials.

» The primary construction contractor shall identify a staging area where hazardous
materials will be stored during construction in accordance with applicable state and
federal regulations.

As described on page 3-9 of the DEIR, the County would be responsible for long-term
maintenance of the proposed trail and staging termini. Herbicide application in
conjunction with County projects and facilities is performed by staff that are certified in
herbicide/pesticide application.

Current use at the Ponderosa Bridge is primarily related to water oriented recreation and
is not the subject of this project, nor can a behavioral corollary be assumed between trail
users and water users. The Foresthill Staging Terminus would be locked at night to deter
unauthorized uses. As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, a deterrent to motorized
vehicles would be used. This would be addressed by the installation of walk-throughs or
turnstiles, at trail entrances and intersections with roads. In addition, stepovers or other
measures approved by State Parks would be used. State Parks is under contract to manage
and patrol the trail, and CalFire is contracted to provide fire risk management and
suppression.

The goal of the proposed project is to discourage informal trails, which is accomplished
by the distance of the trail from the river, steep topography, and dense intervening
vegetation. However, it is not feasible to completely eliminate the possibility of informal
connections to the river. Because of the measures incorporated into the project, the
potential for informal trails to form would be minimal and would not cause significant
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NFARA-15

NFARA-16

NFARA-17

NFARA-18

NFARA-19

NFARA-20

NFARA-21

NFARA-22

disturbance to vegetation or wildlife. Therefore, despite the risk that some informal trails
could be formed, this would not have a significant impact on the environment.

The use of signage, turnstiles, and stepovers has been shown as an effective deterrent to
motorized use and would be used to deter motorized use of the proposed trail. Ongoing
unauthorized OHV use within the ASRA is not within the scope of the proposed project
or DEIR and is not within the County’s jurisdiction.

As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, the tread width of the proposed trail alignment
(i.e., the actual surface on which trail users actively place feet, hooves, wheels, etc.)
would generally be 6 feet, but may vary as needed based on geologic and safety
considerations. Vegetation removal would be minimized within the trail corridor to the
extent possible; however, up to 15 feet may be cleared where needed to promote safe
lines of sight. Although clearing of vegetation could be up to 15 feet, this would not be
the width of the trail tread. As described on page 7-13 of the DEIR, the proposed trail
alignment would be more visible immediately following construction until the
surrounding vegetation is able to grow back. Exhibits 7-8 through 7-17 show existing
conditions compared to the worst-case scenario of what the trail and staging termini
would look like immediately following construction. These exhibits show what the
proposed trail would look like with a 15-foot-wide vegetation removal corridor in which
all vegetation has been removed.

The proposed project would be included in the updated ASRA General Plan. As
described on page 108 of the ASRA Interim Resources Management Plan (IRMP), trails
within the ASRA are not necessarily limited to those proposed on the trails map (Plate 4).
New trails may be permitted with the approval of the administrative agency. The County
has coordinated closely with State Parks and Reclamation to ensure the proposed project
would be consistent with the existing IRMP.

See response NFARA-17.

The County has coordinated closely with Reclamation throughout the environmental
review process, and Reclamation has reviewed and given input on the EIR. After review
of the DEIR and FEIR, Reclamation is expected to adopt a revised FONSI for the
proposed project (Appendix A).

Other types of recreational opportunities already exist in the ASRA. See response
NFARA-17 above. The proposed trail would be consistent with State Parks’ mission for
managing the ASRA and would be consistent with the IRMP for the ASRA. The
proposed trail would not preclude other recreational uses in the ASRA. See response
NFARA-16 above for discussion of trail width.

The proposed project has followed the public involvement process according to CEQA
and NEPA. See response NFARA-17 above. The upper North Fork has never been
designated as a wilderness area and though it has many wilderness qualities there is
nothing in Wilderness Designation that precludes development of trails or multi-use trails
in wilderness areas. Many Wilderness areas within the United States allow non motorized
multiple-use on trails. Additionally, the trail would be far above the river throughout
most of its course which would help retain the wilderness like qualities of the North Fork
corridor.

See response NFARA-17.
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NFARA-23

NFARA-24

NFARA-25

NFARA-26

NFARA-27

NFARA-28

NFARA-29

NFARA-30

NFARA-31

NFARA-32

NFARA-33

NFARA-34

NFARA-35

As described on page 4-6 of the DEIR, implementation of the proposed project would be
consistent with relevant policies in the adopted planning documents pertinent to the
project area.

The County is responsible for implementation of all mitigation measures included in the
DEIR. Please refer to Chapter 5, “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,” of this
FEIR.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

As described on pages 6-15 and 6-16 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measures 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3
would reduce impacts to known and yet-to-be-discovered cultural resources to a less-
than-significant level.

As described on pages 11-15 and 11-16 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measures 11-1 and 11-2
would be implemented to reduce impact to soils, geology, and seismicity to a less-than-
significant level. In addition, all measures recommended in Appendix B to the DEIR,
would be implemented. See response Yeates-1.

See response Yeates-1. As described on page 15-9 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 15-1
would reduce impacts from hazards and hazardous materials to a less-than-significant
level.

Chapter 7.0 of the DEIR provides an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on
visual resources. Visual simulations on pages 7-19 and 7-20 of the DEIR simulate how
the actively maintained trail would look 1 year following construction under the proposed
project. The discussion of significant and irreversible effects on page 16-14 of the DEIR
describes the conditions that could occur in the future if the County and State Parks chose
to discontinue use of the trail and return the project area to its natural condition. The
project area could be returned to its natural state through passive and/or active restoration
and bridge removal if desired by the County and State Parks. Returning the project area
to its natural condition is not being proposed as part of the project.

If at some point in the future, the County and State Parks decided to discontinue use of
the trail, the project area could be restored to its natural condition and bridges could be
removed.

As described on pages 16-16 and 16-17 of the DEIR, the Cap-to-Cap Trail remains a
concept and not a reasonably foreseeable, probable future project. The County agreed to
design the trail section from the confluence to the Ponderosa Bridge to function as a
stand-alone trail with its own independent utility, adequate staging area parking, and
logical termini that would connect to existing trails.

The County, Reclamation, and State Parks have found no information to substantiate the
comment that access to the new river access at the dam site has been restricted.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

None of these recommendations reflected consensus of the Trail Advisory Group (TAG).

Comment noted. No further response required.
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Friends 1

Friends of the North Fork
7143 Gardenvine Avenue
Citrus Heights, California 95621-1966

September 24, 2007

T

e B
o1 R {
T e
Andy Fisher, Project Manager n 20
Placer County Parks Division, Facility Services Department i
11476 C Avenue . = orm
Auburn, California 95603 = ;;ZD
e g
e | o5

Re: North Fork American River “Trail” DEIR
SCH #2005112042

Dear Mr. Fisher:

The miles of changed and proposed new routing for the North Fork American
River “Trail” project (“project”) will require several months to assess in the field
and to evaluate for input to Placer County. This estimate is based on the time it
took us to walk the initial proposed route (except a small gap) and alternative Friends 1-1
routes, and, on the difficulty of following the flagged line. Is there a GPS or other
electronic description of any kind of the proposed route and alternative routes? If
s0, please provide it to us as soon as possible and in the Final EIR. Friends of
the North Fork recommends that the period for written comments on the DEIR
continue through December 31, 2007.

Project definition

At the outset, we seek clarification about whether the DEIR is intended for use for
the North Fork American River Trail Plan. If so, the proposed plan should be
issued along with a revised DEIR. If not, when will the plan CEQA process for
the plan, which was previously vacated by the Board of Supervisors in May 2005,
commence? The DEIR repeatedly refers to the "proposed September 2003" Trail
Plan, but the DEIR doesn't say that the DEIR is a CEQA document for this trail
plan. This is also confusing because we have a copy of both the September 2003
plan and the June 2004 Revised trail plan. The Revised 2004 plan was ‘
approved by the supervisors and then this approval was voided. The 2003 plan
did not go before the board, and there was no separate EQA process for the
plans.

"Friends 1-2

Regarding the muitiple use routing, it cannot be ascertained form the DEIR
where and in how many places and for what length the route’s base tread may
be more than six feet wide, where rock walls will be, how high the cut slopes will
be, the thickness of the cut material that will be pushed over the edge of the q.ut,

Friends 1-3
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and so forth. What the project is not ascertainable. | worked on U.S. Forest
Service compass line route surveys, and features that may require other that cut
that are encountered must be noted. The existing ASRA plan, indeed, requires
that the US Forest Service trail standards be used, so the frail standards
identified in the DEIR appear to be in violation of this plan requirement.

A separate cross-Sierra Nevada vanity route for bikes

The Sacramento to Carson City (*Capitol to Capitol”) bikeway project that
generated the 14.2-mile segment advanced in the DEIR is a vanity project for
bikes and a public bocndoggle. It is a project to sacrifice and destroy a remote
canyon in order to create the fifth Sierra Nevada crossing afier the
Transcontinental Railroad-80, 1-50, 1-88 and Tioga Pass corridors in a canyon
never before used and not suitable for cross-Sierra transportation. Bikers seek
the project as recognition of their growing humbers and influence. They advance
an anti-environmental project trying to use the good will generated by the
perception that biking is an environmentally sound endeavor. Some equestrians
want the route to keep bikes off the existing Western States Trail, which has
already been designated as the Capitol to Capitol trall by Cailifornia Governor
Ronald Reagan and Nevada Governor Paui Laxalt.

The DEIR does not convey what the canyon and the proiect are and their
environmentat incompatibility

The project is not a mere "trail.” The route is a major, historically precedent-
setting proposal to use a remote and very deep canyon with steep rock and
erodable soil walls for a bicycle highway project misleadingly referred to as a
trail.

The DEIR reflects an attempt by Placer County to misuse both the CEQA and
NEPA processes. The DEIR makes it evident that the county has littie idea what
the North Fork American River canyon is. The DEIR also does not inform the
public either about what the canyon resource is and what the project is. Noidea
of the magnitude of the project and its massive negative environmental
consequences is the be found in the document,

The DEIR content demonstrates a framework of thinking and an attitude by

- project proponents and DEIR authors that as a trait and like all trails, the project

is inherently beneficial. That all trails, anywhere are beneficial. The corollary
false attitude and assumption is that newer, wider, flatter routes are superior fo
any existing routes or to upgrades or changes in existing routes, that newer is
better, and that the pubiic purse is virtually infinite.

This is reminiscent of the government’s attitude in the 1950's and 1960’s that all
freeways are good. Like that era and in spite of CEQA and NEPA which came to
be in the 1970’s, project proponents are not setting forth an accurate picture of

Friends 1-3
(Cont.)

Friends 1-4

Friends 1-5

Friends 1-6

Friends 1-7
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what the project and its impacts are. Also, like first freeways that were stopped,
this project Is proposed through a public park. Unlike the early freeway fights,
though, the destruction of a park here is proposed by a parks department, the Eriends 1-7
Placer County Parks and Grounds Division. (Cont)

The project is misplaced, the project DEIR is misguided, and both are superficial
and a waste of taxpayer’s money.

" The first historical threat to the North Fork Canyon

The North Fork American River canyon is the river directly south of interstate 80
from Auburn to Donner Summit. With the exception of houses on and below the
canyon rim, the canyoh has survived the Gold Rush and Placer County's radical
population growth pressures, and it has been significantly restored. This is due

to two main reasons.

First, in the Auburn Area up to Colfax and the Stevens Trail, the federal
.government bought up the land for a reservoir. As Jordan Fisher Smith points
out in his book, Nature Noir, when the federal government assembled the fand
for the Auburn Dam Reservoir, it began the process that has created a large wild
area near large populations of people.

Second, upriver from where the Stevens Trail crosses the river, access to the
canyon is on hiking trails from the rim down and back up that range from an
elevation change of 1,000 feel, and typically 2,000 feet, to over 3,200 feet
(Beacroft Trail), each way. In other words, fo get into the canyon, hikers typically Friends 1-8
have to hike down 2,000 feet to get to the river and have to hike back up 2,000
feet fo get out. Another contributing factor is that the river upstream from this
point is designated as a Wild River under state and federal law.

Placer County now proposes the first historical threat to the canyon, a six-foot
wide mostly level bicycle route along the proposed Auburm Dam shoreline. This'
would frequently place a mountain bike highway about halfway up the side
canyon walls on the steepest side slopes. It would open.up remote areas that
are now only accessible year-round to hikers. Even the Upper Lake Clementine
road terminus at the river that is heavily used in summer (see Smith’s Nature Friends 1-9
Noir book) is how closed seven months from October — May. The project would
open up areas above the Clementine Reservoir downstream of the road and
areas upstream of it that are nearly as remote as the reservoir's canyon slopes,

This threat results in significant because Placer County has no vision for the
future of the North Fork canvon other than to send the thousands of people who
concentrate at the confluence by Auburn up and into the canvon

The'DEtR documents the county has not recognized that the North Fork Canyon

as a watershed worthy of a planning effort in its own right. For example, county | Friends 1-10

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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general and community plans are based on using the river as a boundary Friends 1-10
between different planning efforts. (Cont.)

The DEIR should addréss the question of what plans, policies, ordinances and _
recognition of any kind that the county has that address the North Fork Friends 1-11
watershed as a whole,

The DEIR should define exactly what vision or absence of vision the county has
for the North Fork Canyon. :

Is it accurate to say that Placer County as reflected by its Department of Facility | Friends 1-12
Services and its Parks and Grounds Division has no vislon for the future of the
North Fork American River Canyon? If there is a vision for the canyon in any
part of the county government, what is it?

The proposed bike highway and iis CEQA process are an attempt by the County

to usurp and to make an end-run around the process o revise the Auburn
Recreation Area General Plan and Resource management Plan.

Each of our Juhe 15, 2006 comments submitted to State Parks and the Bureau

of Reclamation on ASRA planning and CEQA/NEPA scoping are applicable to .

this project and its DEIR. These comments are attached and we incorporate Friends 1-13
them by reference herein in their entirety.

Dramatic increase in recreation population and other users

From, the first fo the last page, the DEIR ignores and understates major
significant environmental impact issues. No omission is more basic that Friends 1-14
population.

There is no meaningful survey or documentation of current human population
use of the canyon and how many people the project would add at different points
along the route. Other efforts of this nature have been done in the canyon that
the DEIR fails to reference. What are they and what are their results? Friends 1-15

No such survey and study effort has been made in relation to the project or
anything ke it. Why not? Where is it? The EIR can not overlook this.

The project would be a radical change in the nature and number of users of the
canyon and fails {o address river-dependent uses and users form non-river-
dependent uses and users

Present river-dependent users are anglers, spring river-rafters and kayakers,
swimmers and inner-tube floaters, gold panners, and Clementine Reservoir
boaters and boat campers. These people come on foot, by horse, and by car,

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR : ‘ EDAW
Placer County 3-33 _ Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


Sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR                                                                                                                                          EDAW
Placer County                                                                                   3-33                                         Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



and, rarely, by bicycle. These are our observations over many years of hiking
using the canyon,

Given the scarce nature of the river canyon resource, competition among
different users to access the scarce rescues, and the conflict between the
methods of using the resources found on and off trails, isn’t the project
inconsistent with giving priority to river-dependent uses and users?

Present people who come to see and be by the river include hikers, equestrians,' '

drivers, bikers, picnickers and campers. They park vehicles af the confluence,
Ponderosa Road, lowa Hill Road and Yankee Jim's Road.

Many people engage in activities that are not river-dependent, including portions
of the biking, jogging, and others.

The project would radicatty change the numbers of people and nature of the
canyon uses and users.

What surveys of existing users has the county done and what studies of future
users who would use the project has the county done? How often and at what
intervals on their trips do bikers get off their bikes or park and stow their bikes to
walk into nature or the river?

What surveys have been done of the kind of bike paths bikers want? What is the
identified need for bikers to have trails built into a very remote area? .

The culture of different canvon users and user groups are not addressed

The different user groups identified above have strikingly different cultures of
use, attitude and facility need to and for the canyon and river. The project
proposed to radically alter the culture of the canyon. The project would be a
seismic cuitural change from all past and present users and uses. At no fime in
the millions of years of geologic and the thousands of years of pre-history and
human history has access like that of the proposed project taken place. The gold
rush brought various trails and roads, including tolf roads. But nothing of the
proposed east of access of the project.

What are the historic methods of access into the canyon, where were they and
what happened {o them?

What are the cuitures of users from pre-history to the present? What changes in
canyon user culture would the project br@ing about? What are the different
demands on canyon resources of the different groups and cultures? How will the
cultures introduced and enhanced by the project affect present, past, and
remnants of past cultures? Shouldn’t the time capsule that the canyon is be
valued for its cultural heritage values?

Friends 1-16

Friends 1-17

Friends 1-18

Friends 1-19

Friends 1-20
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One user group that has gone unchanged is the gold panners and rock-nook,
cranny and crevice miners, Shouldn't this be historically described? The trail
would open up the canyon for easy entry of suction dredging equipment, an
iliegal practice that now occurs virtually unregulated in the canyon. . This shouid
be addressed. The large number of unvandalized Gold Rush era mining and
processing sites should be identified and protected in relation to the project.

The cultural survey don only addressed a four-foot wide frail. The survey must be
re-done using the six-foot-wide roadbed plus cut zones, passing zones and
vegetation clearance. The survey needs review all land between the project path
and the river since people will go from the trail to the river and will encounter
whatever cultural and historic resources are there. The survey needs to cantinue
above and below the trail outside of the vegetation clearance zone for significant
cultural and Native American religious resources that the trail could open up.

The survey that has been done shortsightedly and erroneously only values sites
that may be important fo living Native Americans. This is an inadequate criterion.
The DEIR appears to justify not making adequate inquiry into culturally valued
sites because someone it contacted did not volunteer to join the survey effort that
was made. This is an inadequate effort by and errongous attempt {o justify an
inadequate cultural survey.

Ne meaningful naturat and human history analysis has been agg_' lied for and to
the whole-canyon impact that the proiect would have, including cultural, historic,

biological and other analysis

The first failure Is the need to look at the biclogy of the North Fork American
River as a watershed, a bioregion and an ecosysfem.

. The second failure is to not look at the watershed and its role in the Sierra

Nevada Mountain region.

The third failure is o look at the watershed and its role in the Sacramento Valley
region. The North Fork American River canyon connects Sacramento to the
crest of the Sierra Nevada biologically and also in terms of water, a river,
recreation and history.

The fourth failure is to look at the river as a corridor used by wildlife and human
settlement and physical and biological resource use moving up and down the
biofogical zones from valley to crest, the plant communities and vegetation zones
along the river transect, and the human communities and users thorough fime
related to these factors.

The wildlife populations in the‘canyon are virtually ignored by the DIER. Most
side-canyon areas, including those above Clementine Reservoir, are traversed

Friends 1-21

Friends 1-22

Friends 1-23

Friends 1-24

Friends 1-25

Friends 1-26

Friends 1-27
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only by wildlife. What are the mammals and other animals that range in the .
canyon? What are their use and migration patterns? What impact would the Friends 1-27
project have on these animals? What animais use the river corridor from Sierra (Cont.)

Crest io Central Valley or befween parts of the watershed of shorter distance?

What are the categories of public (e.g., State Recreation Area) and private (e.g.,
conservation easement) land, water, and biological resource designation for Friends 1-28
which the canyon is eligible? What would the impact of the project be on the
possibiiity of the application of these o the canyon?

Cumulative and agrowth inducing impacts are ignored and the project is
improperly seqmented

" The project is the result of the Placer County proposal for a Capitol to Capitol
project and the county's efforis to drum up support for the project. See the
attached Regional Trail brochure and the Memorandum of Understanding
regarding the project. ' .

g g The proj : Friends 1-29

Many, including the signer of this letter, learned about the project for the first time
in the July 29, 2002 newspaper article in the Sacramento Bee that is atfached.

“The article described g capitol fo capitol project, which the presently defined
project up to Ponderosa Bridge is called the “first phase.”

A recent item regarding the Dreisbach Parcel Map #PMLD 20050257 proposal
documents the county’s intention to build a trail upriver from Ponderosa Road. A
condition in the proposed approval is the requirement of dedication to the county
of a 50-foot wide “bianket frail easement” on the property that could be more than
a mile long along the side slope of the canyen below, along the bottom ¢&f and
around Sorefinger Point. A copy of the proposed condition as approved by the Friends 1-30
County Parcel Review Committee is attached, as is & map of the parcel map
proposal that has been appealed by Friends to the Planning Commission. The
“remainder” parcel designated on the map with heavy dashed boundary lines
marked, goes from one mile above Ponderosa Bridge to a place on the river two
miles above the bridge. This is upriver from the proposed project Ponderosa
Whay staging area. . ‘

The May 5, 2004, MND/EA states that the trail could be extended beyond Friends 1-31
Ponderosa Road as part of a Cap-To-Cap trail.

The record shows that the 14-mile project is a segment of a larger cross-Sierra
route. The Dreisbach parcel map condition discredits any efforis by the county to )
disown the project above Ponderosa Way. The DEIR erroneously fails to Friends 1-32
address the entire cross-Sierra route, and should be revised to do so with
subsequent recirculation as a DEIR.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Regardless, the construction of the 14-mile segment would invite and induce
continuation of the route up-canyon. The construction of the route would bring
weight and incentive to use the North Fork American River Canyon as a cross-
Sierra route ahead of and when compared to alternative routes. Thls has up-
river and down-tiver environmental impact issues.

Independent of the segmentation issue, the cross-Sierra route is a potential Friends 1-33
future project that requires cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR. The
description of the baseline conditions, the project, project impacts, analysis
thereof, and all other necessary CEQA cumulative impact tasks are absent from
the DEIR.

Similarly, the project’s growth-including aspects up and down-river requare CEQA
freatment,

Prejudice shown by county by the absence of essential federal agency
consultation and the failure of the DEIR o describe the new BLM plan for the

river and the existing US Forest Service plans and policies affecting the river.

The Bureau of Land Management has lands and a management plan in and
above the 14-mile project area. The Forest Service has lands above the 14-mile Friends 1-34
project area. They are not mentioned on pages 1-9 to 1-10 of the DEIR,

It is inexcusable that the agency review process does not describe consultation
with the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service who have
plans and policies affecting the canyon, including the Wild River designation. it is
an ahsurd CEQA/NEPA dereliction for the DEIR to fail describe the May 2007
BLM Folsom Field Office, Sierra Proposed Resource Management Plan and
Final EIS canyon policies. E.g., see Map 4b, “Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
North Fork of the American River,” The failure fo consulf with the BLM is
incomprehensible in light of the BLM ownership of lands in and along the North
Fork and its canyon.

Friends 1-35

Friends understands that when the county approaches organizations to sign onto
its memorandum of understanding on the trail, if the county does not get the
positive response it wants, it ceases all further consultation with the group or Friends 1-36
agency. |s this county policy? Whether policy or noi, has this practice been
followed by the county or is this practice being followed by the county for this
project? What explains the absence of BLM and USFS consultation?

Property ownerships

In order 1o adequately consider and determine cumulative impacts, project Friends 1-37
alternatives and other CEQA/NEPA-mandated issues, the project area
ownerships need to be shown on a map including alternative area property. For

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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example, the county at the CEQA hearing referred private property ownerships
as a factor in trail relocation.

Route and aliernate route zoning

The DEIR describes zoning along the routes verbally, but must show the zones
on a map of the proposed and alternate project routes.

Prejudice shown by county in who if invited to be on the Trail Advisory Group

Though our president notified the Fagcilities Division about his interest in project,
he was not invited o be on the TAG, nor was he informed about its meetings.
» Copy of e-mail to county after the 2002 newspaper article.

The alternatives analysis hés no credibility {(and no alternatives)

Alternative North Fork Canyon visions. Most critical in the long run are the
alternative cuitural/historic uses and designations that the canyon could have

including the vision of the type of use and mixes that could be alternatives to the
bike road culture envisioned by the project.

Troy Scott Parker trail alternative. The single-best trall alternative would be o
design and build a project using the criteria in Troy Scott Parker's book, Natural
Trails by Design: Physical and Human Design Essentials of Sustainable,
Enjoyable Trails (2004). The old alignment follows none of these principles, so
the county has no understanding of them.

Cross-Sietra alternatives analysis. A category of alternatives missing from the
DEIR is alternative cross-Sierra routes. For example, the DEIR fails to describe
(it doesn't mention at all) the Final June 2004 California Cross State Bicycle Trail,
which project development had core participant Linda Aeschliman of the Placer
County Transportation Planning Agency, support staff of Ed McCarthy of the
county Dept. of Public Works and Christopher Schmidt of the County Planning
Department as well as two county residents. Use of the I-80, franscontinental rail
corridor, I-50, 1-88 corridors for cross-Sierra bike paths should be considered.
What are the existing and proposed cross-Sierra transportation and trail corridors
already approved or under consideration or construction? For example, the BLM
has approved a bike path and trait on the South Fork American River. How are
all cross-Sierra routes in existence now classified for bike use? Separation of
routes of different uses must be part of this analysis. Of similar importance to the
future of the canyon is alternative analysis based on the river dependency of
uses. .

T4-mile project area alternatives. Also missing is an alternatives analysié for
routes in the area of the 14-miie project. All existing trails and roads and their

Friends 1-37
(Cont.)

Friends 1-38

Friends 1-39

Friends 1-40
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use limitation must be first set forth in the DEIR followed by analysis. Examples

are: :

» Friends supports the concept of a multiple-use trail similar to the project that
ends where the project route meets the existing loop trail near and at Upper
Clementine Road. The could serve the heave use demand from the
confluence, but by ending at the loop trail and/or Upper Clementine road,
would not Jeave pressure to continue up the canyon by ending at Ponderosa
Way. Instead, bikes, for instance, could loop back on other routes. The route
could he considered for being imited to uphill biking, which would end the
present serious hazard of bikes speeding down the old wagon road below
Lower Clementine Road. itis an important improvement in concept that the
proposed project would no longer cross the area above the last bend in the
reservoir that we call “the wall” with 60-80% slopes. However, we need o
look at the new alignment in the field in order to see the proposed
implementation of this concept.

» Separating uses. For example, there is an existing hiking trai! that is usually
not on maps that is close to and along the western north shore of Clementine
Reservoir. This narrow path and thick vegetation area right by the lake is not
suitable for bikes, and may not be suifable for horses. Of similar importance
fo the future of the canyon is alternative analysis based on the river
dependency of uses. ‘

« Use of existing roads along much of the Middie Fork American River.

DEIR visual has blinders on

The BEIR does not recognize the decades-old and well-proven methods of route
corridor visual analysis in which Ekbo, Dean, Austin and Williams likely
personally and professionally contributed to developing and implementing.
These analyses study what's seen from the corridor as well as the visibility of the
corridor from other routes and places. Instead, the DEIR used several pinpricks
of locations. The serious limitations the procedure used are not identified, nor
are the sources of the professional practices touted. it is a simple process to
analyze the proposed frail from the entire stretch of river, from all existing trails,
from ali existing routes, The criteria used to select places from analysis are
inappropriate.

It is a gross error that the DEIR pictures Robber's Roost rock without showing the
house by the same location that is visible along long stretched of the flagged
route. H is inadequate that the visual chapter does not identify, photograph and
deal with the issue of existing and proposed houses visible from project routes
and alternative routes.

Noise: animals can’t hear?

10

Friends 1-40
(Cont.)

Friends 1-41

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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It's peculiar the project does not give a similar level of analysis to noise impacts
of a 14-mile Jong route on wildlife as it does for humans. Humans don't occcupy
the area now. Why isn't this wildlife impact adequately covered?

Friends 1-42

Geology and soils: problem places omitted

The report fails to describe how the Soil Survey of Placer County, California:

Western Part (USDA SCS, July 1980) identifies that the solls in question are

unsuitable for the proposed project, that there are extensive areas that would
have to be blasted, and so forth.

Critical for public understanding is to identify the large nhumber of places where
roads and trail now in use along and hear the route and of the same soil types in
other areas have experienced major slumnping, slope failure, erosion, and so
froth. The best the DEIR cold do in this regard is to say, * that consultants “noted ]
- several area of shallow instabifity and small landslides along the proposed frail Friends 1-43
alignment.” Page 11-7. Where are they? They are not identified. There are
major failures such as on the Clementine access road. There are areas above
Clementine Reservoir of mass failure of cld roads. The old road the DEIR
describes among its culfural numbered strips that once went down to the lake
level has completely disappeared. Many major old trails have disappeared and
stop short at wash outs. The DEIR has a near {otal failure to adequately identify
already existing ground failures in a manner that could assist anyone in locating
a trail. Since the shallow and short problems are not located, there is not way to
. comment or supplement the list with known problem areas.

Provide as part of the DEIR the reporis and data from the consultants in these
areas.

Water guality analysis: missing

There's no analysis of the relationship of the project to potential water quality
problems that may result from it and from alternatives, including no project
alternative. There's virtually nothing addressing the CEQA needs of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board 401 certification. The DEIR fails her and the
regional board has failed to act to assure that it's CEQA needs are addressed in
the DEIR,

Friends 1-44

The nearly 50 section 404 crossings and other locations are not addressed in the
DEIR.

The Resources Agency has yet to carry out its CEQA responsibie agency duties.

On Qclober 4, 2004, the California Resources Agency approved a $1.5 million
grant for the former 4-foot wide, 12-mile project. That project’'s May 5, 2004 Friends 1-45
Mitigated Negative Declaration and the North Fork Trail Plan were vacated by the

(h
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county a year later, and no traill plan is In effect at this time. To the extent that
the agency approved the grant, the approval should be withdrawn. The
Resources Agency should put grant approval in abeyance and should not make
a decision to fund the project until a Final EIR is cerlified.

Has the Resources Agency given final approval of the grant subject only to
completion of the CEQA process as essentially a ministerial precondition to .
- project expenditure of grant monies? Resources Agency input inciuding Friends 1-45
comment on the DEIR should assure that the DEIR contains the necessary (Cont.)
information for it to carry out its CEQA Responsible Agency duties, including
those to the Department of Fish and Game and the State Water Resources
Control Board and the Central Vafley Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Does the Resources Agency recognize that grant issued by a previous
administration confiicts with its core responsibility to shepherd the state's natural
resources?

The DEIR fails to identify and address environmental impact issues mandated by
the county Environmental Review Crdinance, which are the county CEQA

quidelines.

The county ordinance mandates CEQA freatment of mahy items. For instance, a
major project is one defined as a recreational project of ten or more acres. A six-
foot wide, 14.2-mile trail has a horizontal (not measures along the slope)

measurement of about 10.3 acres. The 15-foot wide vegetation-clearing zone is Friends 1-46
25.8 acres. This is exacerbated because the trail affects 14.2-miles of

vegetation, habitat, etc. on both sides of the frail.

Question ' Friends 1-47

« I5 a grading permit required for the project?
Appendix

The EIR appendix needs include:

¢ The May 5, 2004 CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration and NEPA Friends 1-48
Environmental Assessment

s The Response to Comments for the MND/EA

s The North Fork American River Trail Plan (new or Revised June 2004).

We renew our request for 2 CEQA consultation.

Friends 1-49
Sincerely,
<
Michael Garabedian, President
12
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Placer County’s
Capital to Capital
Regional Trail

Sacramento, CA to Carson City, NV
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Hiking along the Tahoe Rim Trail

CAPITAL TO CAPITAL REGIONAL TRAIL

Cbjectives . reneeee e 1
Trail Route Highlights ...cconene. v 2
200 Mile Capital to Capital Regional Trail oo 3
The Current SIEUALON o 3
Pfoject Map 6
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Placer County
" _Board of Supervisors

CAPITAL TO CAPITAL

REGIONAL TRAIL

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GOAL

In Fiscal Year 2004, Placer County seeks federal funding
to help build a 200-mile trail from the California State
capital in Sacramento to the Nevada State capital in
Carson City. The trail will be anv attraction akin to the
Pacific Crest Trail, which runs from Canada to Mexico
and the Appalachian Trail, running from Maine 6

Georgia.

OBJECTIVES

¢ Build this ambitious project in three phases
over several years, starting in fiscal year 2004,

as funding is available.

¢ Increase public access to the spectacular

natural beauty of the Sierra Nevada
mountains and Lake Tahoe. '

¢ Provide a multi-use trail for a variety of

outdoor recreation activities.

‘¢ Coordinate trail routing, and construction and
maintenance assistance with other public
agencies, private property owners, trail user
groups, volunteer and other interest groups.

+ Acquire properties and easements through
various means, including donations and

competitive grants.

Placer County visitors enjoy a hike and.a dip
in Salmon Lake, above Big Basin.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Placer County '
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Placer Couney
e i, Soard of Supervisors

L

e CAPITAL TO CAPITAL
BEGIONAL TRAIL

'

“Whlegrite to Squmne Valley” ' . :
weome e ey Above, future staging area it Lake Clementine, neur Auburn

TrAIL ROUTE HIGHLIGHTS

Placer County and the trail task force are currently discussing the trail master plan and

details of the trail route. This project wilt require many miles of new trail and will also

connect existing trail segments. As currently planned, the trail route will:

« Comnect the American River Parkway Trail in Sacramento to the Ploneer Express
Trail through the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, to reach the Auburn area of
Placer County.

¢ TParallel the North Fork of the American River.

¢ Skirt the Granite Chief Wilderness and pass thrbugh the more than 2,000 acres of
recently-acquired Shallenberger Ridge land near Donner Lake State Park.

+ Continue through Martis Valley and connect to the Tahoe Rim Trail near Tahoe

City.
o Build new trail from the Tahoe Rim Trail through Kings Canyon to the Nevada State
Capital.
2
EDAW
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P County

Board of Supervisors

"

" Palisades Falls in Royal Gorge, along the
Nerth Fork of the American River

To accomplish this, the county:

¢ Has hired a trails coordinator
(consultant) to prepare a trail master
plan and oversee construction.

¢ Secured a State of California grant
commitment for $1.5 million to help
fund Phase I, to be combined with
$400,000 from the Placer County

budget, which supports the goals of the

Placer Legacy Open Space and
Agricultural Conservation Program.

¢ Has worked with the United States
Forest Service to develop routes
through federal lands.

CAPITAL TO CAPITAL
REGIONAL TRAIL

200-MILE TRAIL FROM SACRAMENTO,
CALIFORNIA, TO CARSON C1TY, NEVADA

Placer County and its partners propose that this
ambitious project be built in three phases.

¢ Phase I - Build or connect trail from Lake
Clementine to the Ponderosa Bridge in Placer
County; and build new trail from the Tahoe Rim
Trail to Carson City, Nevada.

¢ Phase II - Build or connect trail from the
Ponderosa Bridge to the Towa Hill Bridge.

_¢ Phase III - Build or connect trail from the Iowa
Hill Bridge to Squaw Valley, and to the Tahoe
Rim Trail. ’

Trail construction near Rubicon Point, in D.L. Biiss
State Park, af Lake Tahoe, connecting to the Tahot
Rim Trail
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Placer L.ouazy
Board of Supervisers

w  CAPITAL TO CAPITAL
% REGIONAL TRAIL

+ Is drafting a Memorandum of Understanding to
coordinate the support and efforts of the parties
listed below, which have indicated interest:

+ County of Placer Department of
Facility Services-Parks Division

s County of Sacramento

+ U.S. Department of The Interior
Bureau of Reclamation

« California Department of Parks
And Recreation

» United States Forest Service-Lake
Tahoee Basin Management Unit

", United States Bureau of Land

Management-State of California

« Carsot: City Parks-And
Recreation .

s Bureau of Land Management-
Carson City Field Office

+ National Park Service

o Humboldt-Toiyabe National
Forest-Carson Ranger District . ”

s USDA Forest Servi%e Lake Tahoe Truckee_ Trmkf, Fouqdatton

* Basin Management Unit » Foresthill Trails Alliance

+ Tahoe National Forest Trucl\ee » Canyon Keepers
Ranger District ™ « Protect American River Canyon

Dunner Lake from the top of Mt Judah,
aleng the Pacific Crest Trail R

« Meadow Vista Trails Association

. Washoe County Parks And » Sierra C%Ub S
Recreation e International Mountain Bicycling
Association

+ Nevada Division of State Parks

»  Waestern States Trails Foundation = FATRAC . o
« Wendell & Inez Robie » Carson Valley Trails Association
Foundation ‘ » The Tahoe Rim Trail Association

» Loomis Basin Horseman's
Association

¢ Is aggressively seeking progocf funding from several potential funding sources,
znciudmw various agency and non-profit grant programs.

EDAW
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Placer County
. Board of Supervisors

CAPITAL TO CAPITAL
REGIONAL TRAIL

" TrE CURRENT SITUATION

1ake Tahoe, in California and’
Nevada, the Sierra Nevada,
and the North Fork of the
American River Canyon are
renowned internationalty for
their spectacular natural
beauty and outdoor :
recreation opportunities. This
trail would improve and
extend access to these scenic
and recreational resources for |
local residents, and. visitors

" from across the country and
around the world.

An environmental review of
“the route could be finished
next year. The trail project is redbud int Bloom
estimated to take 10 years

and $30 million to complete.

Spring along the North Fork of the American, River below Colfax, with

The current estimate to complete Phase 1 is $2 million.
Placer County has received a commitment from the
State of California for $1.5 and has allocated $400,000
from the county budget. The county is currently
seeking the final $100,000 needed to complete Phase L
The trail master plan will include cost estimates for
Phases II and 1L

Tn Fiscal Year 2004, Placer County seeks $3 million in
federal funding to combine with funding from other
sources to begin building Phases II and III of the trail.

Mountain biking along the North
Fork of the American River

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

CONCERNING THE .
CAPITAL TO CAPITAL REGIONAL TRAIL

This Memorandum of Understanding establishes a cooperative working relationship between
many entities. A summary of the entities is listed on page 5 of the M.O.U.

It is intended to form a framework for a cooperation effort that supports common goals and
interests in planning, developing and maintaining the Capital to Capital Trail, hereinatter called
the Cap to Cap Trail. This interagency and nonprofit partnership group will be called the Cap to
Cap Trail Coalition (CCTC), and will serve as a method for coordinated planning; specifically

directed toward a regional, interconnected, all season, recreation trail and associated facilities.

L TRAIL DESCRIPTION

BELVL TR TR SIS A e

The Cap to Cap Trail will extend from the Sacramento area, eastward in the North Fork
of the American River Watershed in Placer County, to 1Lake Tahoe, and connect 10
Carson City Nevada. Itis possible that the trail will pass through the general vicinity of
Donner Lake and follow the Truckee River tp Lake Tahoe to avoid conflicts with
Wilderness or private property values along the Crest. Permitted uses along the trail will
vary, but will generally allow for hikers, equestrians and bicyclists. Details of trail
construction, aflowable uses, and related facilities along the route will be presented ina
Trail Development and Management Plan to be developed by Placer County, working in
consultation with the Cap to Cap Trail Coalition. :

This Development and Management Plan will recognize the presence and regulatory
status of:

1) Classified Wilderness (Mt. Rose, Granite Chief). The regulatory status for any
future Wilderness designation will be recognized and respected.

2) The North Fork American River in its upper reaches, is referred to as the “North
Fork American Wild and Scenic River System”. . .

3) 40,000 acres of the uppet Notth Fork American River is an Inventoried Roadless
Area, which places it under the federal Roadless Rule.

The status and management plans for these classified areas will restrain the type of use
(e.g. exclude motorized and mechanized uses in the wilderness) and possibilities and
location of new trails (e.g. trails can only be developed in wilderness to serve Wilderness
dependent purposes/values).

This plan will also recognize that certain existing trails may provide 2 dual -
purpose by providing a route for a portion of the Cap to Cap Trail. Some of these
irails have regulatory status that may restrain the types of use o1 volumes ofuse.
For example: motorized and mechanized use (mountain bikes) is not allowed on
the Pacific Crest Trail. Similarly, permitted uses along the Tahoe Rim Trail have
already been defined.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
CAPITAL TO CAPITAL TRAIL,

PAGE 2

18

DESCRIPTION OF CCTIC

The Cap to Cap Trail Coalition (CCTC) isa gathering of federal, state and local agency
recreation professionals, trails groups, and non- profit organizations. The CCTC
recognizes the need for interagency cooperation. The CCTC will work towards marketing
the Cap to Cap Trail to enhance the public's awareness of the recreational opportunities
the trail offers, to help secure volunteers, and to aid in securing funding from grants and
other sources for construction and maintenance. The CCTC will answer the public's need
for published materials while individual cooperators maintain their mission as land
managers by sustaining the health, diversity, and productivity of the public lands for the
use and enjoyment of present and future generations. All participating agencies and
organizations recognize it is in their mutual interest to cooperate and coordinate in the
fullest of their responsibilities to manage outdoor public recreation.

L COMMITMENTS & RESPONSIBILITY

All Parties Mutually Agree To:

A Work together to plan the acquisition, construction and maintenance of the Cap to
Cap Trail.

B."  Plan and develop the Cap to Cap Trail with full community inmvolvement.

C. Create a cooperative partnership to maximize the mutual benefits from adjoining

' trail projects accomplished by all agencies.

D. As appropriate, utilize geographic data management systems, such as Arc View
and Arc Info, and share these data with the intent of creating a seamless recreation
trails map

E. Initiate joint planning studies, as appropriate, as well as conduct program and
technical coordination meetings, as necessary. : g e

F. Identify information gaps, which if filled, will benefit the paﬁners as well as the -
public. <

G. All parties agree to support efforts to seck National Rec_rcatioh Trail status for the
Cap to Cap Trail. The Pacific Crest Trail is already a National Scenic Trail. Both
the Western States Trail and Tahoe Rim Trail have nominations pending as
National Recreation Trails. The Tahoe Rim Trail in Nevada has status as a
Millennium Legacy Trail.

H. The Cap to Cap Trail will be subordinate to existing trail management plahs or
legislative restraints on trails that support the dual purpose.

EDAW
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
CAPITAL TO CAPITAL TRAIL
PAGE 3 :

iv.

Vi

VI

VIIL

GENERAL CONSIDERATION

A, Placer County is responsibie for overall coordination of the Cap to Cap Trail
project. '

B. Placer County is actively seeking funding (such as grants) from various federal
and state sources. Should this funding become available, Placer County may
transfer these funds to the appropriate federa] or state agency to pay for their costs
to participate in the Cap to Cap Trail Project, subject to the provisions confirmed
in this MOU, section VIII, NON-FUND OBLIGATION DOCUMENTS. CCTC
participants shail actively strive to identify and secure resources for trail planning,
construction, and maintenance whenever possible.

C. Nothing in this Memorandum will be construed as affecting the authorities of the
participants or binding beyond their respective authorities.

D. Interagency reimbursement will not be made for planning, and assistance done .
under this Memorandum.

MODIFICATION

This agreement shall remain in effect unless modified in writing by the cooperating
parties. '

PARTICIPATION IN SIMILAR ACTIVITIES

This instrument in no way restricts any of the participating entities from participating in
similar activities with other public or private agencies, organizations, and individuals,

TERM/TERMINATION

REEIATYS W LA AL S )

“This instrument is executed as of the date of approval by the Placer County Board of .
Supervisors (who will provide the last signature) and is effective five years from the date
of execution. .

Any one of the parties may terminate their portion of this instrument in whole, or in part,
at any time by providing a 60-day written notice of termination to Placer County.

NON-FUND OBLIGATING DOCUMENT

Nothing in this MOU shail obligate either the Department of Agriculture or other parties
signatory to this MOU to obligate or transfer any funds. Specific work projects or
activities that involve the transfer of funds, services, or property among the various
agencies and offices of the Department of Agriculture and other parties signatory to this
MOU will require execution of separate agreements and be contingent upon the
availability of appropriated funds. Such activities must be independently authorized by
appropriate statutory authority, This MOU does not provide such authority. Negotiation,

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
CAPITAL TO CAPTTAL TRAIL
PAGE 4 ’

execution, and administration of each such agreement must comply with all applicable
statues and regulations.

IX. FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (FOLA).

Any information farnished to the Forest Service under this instrument is subject to the
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.8.C. 552). '

X RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTIES.

KBS IINGARIR L2 L s i S S ST

The Department of Agriculture and all parties signatory to this MOU and their respective
agencies and offices will handle their own activities and utilize their own resources, -
including the expenditure of their own funds, in pursuing these objectives. Bach party
will carry out its separate activities in a coordinated and mutually beneficial ranner.

XI. ESTABLISHMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY.

G

This MOU is not intended to, and does not create, any right, benefit, or trust
responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or equity, by a party against
the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person. .

Xi1.. AUTHORITY

“Fhe BLM has the authority to enter into this agreement under the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), Public Law 04579, Section 307 (b) 43 US. C.
1737 (b) authorizes BLM to cooperate with others in conducting studies; accept
contributions, donations and volunteer services; and enter into contracts and cooperative
agreement involving the management, protection, development, and sale of public lands.

The USDA Forest Service operates under separate legislative authorities and
departmental policies. All applicable statues, regulations, and Executive Orders apply.

Califorsia State Parks authority is contained in scctions 508030 et. Seq. Of the Public
Resources Code. '

The authority for the State of Nevada and its political subdivision to enter into this
agreement js contained in the Interlocal Cooperation Act, NRS 277.080 to 277.180,
inclusive.

The authority of Placer County to enter into this MOU is provided at the sole discretion
of the Placer County Board of Supervisors.

EDAW . .
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
CAPTFAL TO CAPITAL TRAIL
PAGE 5

CAPITAL TO CAPITAL TRAIL COALITION
SUMMARY OF ENTITIES

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT-CARSON CITY FIELD OFFICE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
CARSON CITY PARKS AND RECREATION :
COUNTY OF PLACER DEPARTMENT OF FACILITY SERVICES-PARKS DIVISION;
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

NEVADA DIVISION OF STATE PARKS,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

{].S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
UNITED STATES BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

USDA FOREST SERVICE TAHOE NATIONAL FOREST

USDA FOREST SERVICE-HUMBOLDT-TOIYABE FOREST

USDA FOREST SERVICE-LAKE TAHOE BASIN MANAGEMENT UNIT
WASHOE COUNTY PARKS AND RECREATION :

CANYON KEEPERS

CARSON VALLEY TRAILS ASSOCIATION

FATRAC ' ‘

FORESTHILL TRAILS ALLIANCE .
INTERNATIONAL MOUNTAIN BYCYCLING ASSOCIATION
LOOMIS BASIN HORSEMAN'S ASSOCIATION
MEADOW VISTA TRAILS ASSOCIATION

PROTECT AMERICAN RIVER CANYON

SIERRA CLUB

THE TAHOE RIM TRAIL ASSOCIATION

TRUCKEE TRAILS FOUNDATION

WENDELL & INEZ ROBIE FOUNDATION

WESTERN STATES TRAILS FOUNDATION

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
CAPITAL TO CAPITAL TRAIL
PAGE 6

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
CONCERNING THE _
CAPITAL TO CAPITAL TRAIL

The following entity agrees to enter into a cooperative working relationship as set forth in the
Memorandum of Understanding concerning the Capital to Capital Trail.

Entity
Address
City, State, Zip

Phone
E_-mail

Name and Title (Please print)

Signature Date

* After executing return this form to, Parks Administrator Placer County Department of Facility
Services ~ Parks Division, 11476 C Avenue, Auburn, CA. 95603.

A copy of the fully executed Memorandum of Understanding will be retumed to you.

FADjagmatsicaplocapmo

EDAW

North Fork American River Trail Proj
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-58 o o oty

Placer County


Sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                           North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR                                      3-58                                                                                       Placer County



Friends of the North Fork
7143 Gardenvine Avenue
Citrus Heights, California 95621-1966

June 15, 2006

Jim Micheaels

California State Parks Gold Fields District
7806 Folsom/Auburn Road

Folsom, California 95630

Laura Caballero

Division of Resource Management -
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

7794 Folsom Dam Road

Folsom, California 95630

Re:  Aubum State Recreation Area June 15 scoping for the
General Plan and Resource Management Plan

Dear Ms. Caballero and Mr. Micheaels:

As a result of the experience of Friends of the North Fork in the American River
watershed, it is necessary for the Auburn State Recreation Area General Plan and
Resource Management Plan-("Plan”) to fully evaluate, analyze and make

recommendations on the following issues:

« Gateway to the North and Middle Forks of the American River. The Plan needs to
recognize that the ASRA is a gateway to the North and Middle Forks of the American

River.

» State stafus. The Auburn State Recreation Area (ASRA) should become a State
Natural Reserve. State reserves consist of areas embracing outstanding natural or
scenic characteristics or areas containing outstanding cultural resources of statewide

- significarice. Public Resources Code section (‘PRC") 5019.85. State recreation
areas consist of areas selected and developed to provide multiple recreational
opporiunities to meet other than purely local needs and are selected for their having
terrain capable of withstanding extensive human impact and for their proximity to
large population centers, major routes of travel, or proven recreational resources
such as manmade or natural bodies of water. PRC 5019.56(a). Since hecoming a
Recreation Area, the ASRA has developed the characteristics of a reserve.

« North Fork status. The North Fork of the ASRA shoukd become a Natural Preserve

. ‘above the confluence. Natural preserves consist of distinct nonmarine areas of
outstanding natural or scientific significance established within the boundaries of
state park system units. PRC 5019.71. It could be named the North Fork American
River Natural Preserve. The North Fork does not have terrain capable of

withstanding extensive human impact.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR -
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+ Name. The ASRA should be re-named to include reference to the American River in
its title. For example, it could be named the Auburn-American River Reserve.

» Transportation. A Plan fransportation component is needed that addresses ASRA
recreation, transient, and through-park fransportation needs. Transportation
improvements are often the first improvements in infrastructure and are followed by
more infensive recreational, residential and commercial development. The Plan
needs to consider project transportation impacts and poputation increases from
improvements that:

« Facilitate dam construction such as the proposed Auburn-Cool Bridge which
wotld have major impacts on the ASRA, and

¢ Accommodate the dam such as the North Fork Trail proposed predominantly at
the Auburn Dam reservoir level.

« Address the growing need for bike recreation in the ASRA, the proposal for a
Sacramento to Carson City bicycle commute route through the North Fork
canyen, and the June 2004 California Cross State Bicycle Route Study proposal
with routes mapped through in the North, Middle and South Fork American River

. Watersheds. Co

+ . Build or maintain vehicle roads to meet ASRA service, safety including rescue
and other needs.

» Increase traffic on Ponderosa Way and north and south of the river with a
proposed North Fork Traill. The unimproved sections of this road are not built or
maintained for an increase in traffic, and are frequently closed. Added traffic
impacts on the paved parts of Ponderosa Way would alsoc have significant
impacts. lts service levels require study.

» Levels of maintenance and use, including service levels including hazards to
traffic, should be planned for all or partially paved roads and highways in the
ASRA. : .

s Yankee Jims Road and lowa Hill Road require particular attention due to their
design. The Plan should address how the capacity of these two roads and
Ponderosa Way limits their use now and in the future.

» Plan policies need to describe ASRA road repairs and maintenance at
minimum from the winter of 1886-1897 to the present time, including for all
dirt roads. This need was demonsirated by the emergency flood damage
repairs done this winter on Ponderosa Way, Lower Lake Clementine Road
and Drivers Flal Road (SCH No. 2006018077 of January 6, 2008), and the
emergency mudslide repairs fo Mammoth Bar Road (SCH No. 2008018278).

» Resloration. A comprehensive watershed restoration needs survey and plan is
necessary to address restoration needs that exist from historic, recent and current
human activity and nafural hazards. Prevention of the creation of new restoration
needs is a necessary part of the plan. Exampies inciude:
+« Removal of Clementine Debris Dam and reservoir. This dam was constructed to

facilitate new mining activity that did not take place, so this need can not justify
its continued existence. it's fishing, boat camping, side slopes that are
inaccessible from river bottom, and its remoteness due to the closure of the road
to its upper end from October through May need be included in the evaluation.
Its sediments and fish population needs to be tested for the accumulation of
mining mercury.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-60 Placer County


Sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                           North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR                                      3-60                                                                                       Placer County



o The 1996-1997 storm damage and potential for recurrence. The restoration
needs in the area of the south anchor of the Foresthill Bridge may be the result of
that storm 10 years ago. ‘

+ The ASRA Plan needs a suitable ASRA monitoring and action plan regarding the
impacts in the ASRA and remedies to the raw or inadequately treated sewage
that enters the North Fork watershed from the Colfax area.

o identification of ASRA soil suitability for existing and potential facilities and
transportation development.

+» Wild and Scenic River status. The‘ status of review within ASRA of rivers for state
and federal Wild and Scenic River status is needed.

» Canyon 7im houses. Houses located on or below the canyon rim in & manner that
results in their being highly visible fo those in the canyon are a growing form of visual
blight in the ASRA. The Plan needs to address the ways in which private
landowners and local governments can be good neighbors to the ASRA according to
where and how structures are located on parcels, where vegetation is removed, how
lights may be shielded, and so forth. The Plan should have policies in this area
including the role that ASRA should take in monitoring and addressing these severe
impacts on the ASRA and its recreational values.

« Population, automobiles and parking needs. The level of concentration of people
requires addressing in the plan. .
¢ Heavy use areas should be identified and it should be assured that they have the
capacity for it.
+ Remote and other lesser degrees of use need be planned by area according to
resources and impacts on them and their values. :
» New facilities or planning that invite, shift or change user concentrations and user
impacts reguire rigorous evaluation.
» Parking should not be expanded where it is not compatible with natural
resources or recreational uses.
+ New parking should be provided for. out of the canyon on or behind the rim.
+ Plan policies should encourage passengers in different cars who are
. recreating together to consolidate into fewer cars at rim parking lots.
+ The North Fork Trail as proposed in its last incarnation by Placer County
would move population concentration from the confluence area to Yankee
Jim Road and Ponderosa Way and into now remote areas of the North Fork.
Very few now go to some of these areas, and parking capacity is already
strained. New parking in the North Fork cannot be developed without
significant negative impacts on the canyon environment.

« The Plan should give priority 1o River dependent recreation uses and users. Where
there are limiting factors such as environmental, population, vehicle access, parking
and so forth, the Plan should give priority to uses that can not take place except gn
the river such as swimming, fishing, rafting and kayaking.

+ Staging areas for hiking, biking and equestrian use should not be expanded near
the river or in narrow river canyons. Expansion for these purposes should be on
or beyond the canyon rim.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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e Auburn Dam reservoir level BOR policy. Plan Newsletter No' 1. states,
“Reclamation’s management intent for the area is not to approve the consfruction of
significant permanent recreation facilities within the take line of the dam area or a
potential Auburn Reservoir.”

e This policy does not exempt the Plan from state {CEQA - EIR) and federal
(NEPA - EI8) environmental review requirements. Both laws require inclusion in
the environmental review of policies, projects and facility alternatives that may be
within or that may affect recreation activities within the take line of the reservoir.

o If executed, this policy might mean that BOR and State parks have prejudged the

‘ outcome of environmental review in a manner questionable under both NEPA
and CEQA.

» ‘North Fork Trail. Friends of the North Fork is not opposed lo trails. We opposed the
two trails previously proposed by Placer County because they were not good or even
mediocra fralls. These were the Capitol to Capitol Trail which is proposed as the first
major Sierra Nevada transportation corridor crossing in decades, and the proposal
that followed it to build a 12.6-mile multiple-use trail from the confluence up the North
Fork. Both substantially fail to recognize and compliment the magnificent canyon.
For example, locating the four to nine-foot wide North Fork Trail above the Auburn
Darm reservoir jevel wold place the proposal midway up the canyon wall on the
steepest side slopes,

e North Fork Trail EIR. The County is now preparing an EIR on the 12.6-mile North
Fork Trafl. November 10, 2005, CEQA Notice of EIR Preparation, State
Clearinghouse Number 2005112042 (Previous SCH No. 2004052021). This county
lead agency EIR process should be folded into Plan development and its EIR should
be completed as part of the Plan EIR/EIS. '

» North Fork Trail and the 1992 Resources Management Plan. The North Fork Trail is
inconsistent with current the BOR-ASRA pianning and policy. The 12.6-mile Multiple
Use (M-U) trail is inconsistent with the ASRA plan. The Department of Interior
Bureau of Reclamation ASRA interim Resource Management Plan dated September
1992 on its Plate 4 Traits map designates the entire route from the Clementine dam
upstream as a Proposed Hiking Trail Use trails are mapped eisewhere in the
recreation area, but not in the North Fork. The plan states that, because of use
conflicts, M-U trails are to be "60-feet or wider" (page 108). Park-wide the plan says
that, "Frait use conflicts were a common complaint." Page 86. Specific to the 12.6-
mile area, the plan reads, "There are few facilities proposed for the North Fork, as it
is intended that the North Fork retain a wild and primitive character. A new Hiking-
only trail is proposed that would paraliel the North Fork from lowa Hill (Mineral Bar
Campground) to Lake Clementine." Page 120, emphasis added. According to the
existing 1992 plan, a MU {rail should not be considered for construction above Upper
Ciementine Road. Any proposals to change this policy require Plan analysis.

« State policy and obiectivity. The State of California has indicated its predisposition
on some Plan issues that necessitate review.

+ The Resources Agency has approved a $1.5 million grant to Placer County for
the North Fork Trail using Proposition 40 funds., The County is working to
maintain its access to these funds. This suggests a possible bias and also raises
a concern about the fypes of projects qualifying for use of Proposition 40 funds.
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s Jim Micheaels Stated State Park’s has opined that the 12.6-mile North Fork Trail
Is consistent with the 1992 ASRA Resources Management Plan.

» Greg Wells, within a year after retiring from his fob as a trall ranger at ASRA,
flagged the 12.6-mile North Fork Trail proposal for a private consultant.

s Siate Parks participated in the North Fork Trail Technical Advisory Group (“TAG")
which membership was stacked by Placer County in favor of the project. |
requested on the phone and by e-mail to be informed about the use of such
committees, but | was not informed about the TAG or about its meetings.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. The Bureau of Reclamation has
an opporunity and obligation to implement community-based NEPA fraining and
consensus-based collaborative management as part of the preparation of the federal
Environmental Impact Statement (E18) that is required. ‘The March 8, 2004
Department of Interior procedures require for this project community-based NEPA
training defined as "the training of local participants, with Federal patiicipation, in the
intricacies of envirohmental planning and decision making as it refates to the local
community{ies).” 69 Federal Register 10866, 10873 and 10876. It appears that this
fraining has yet to take place for or applicable to this project. This training should
take place prior to, and in any event, no later than at the same time as scoping
meetings for the EIS. BOR, Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest
Service should be directly invoived in scoping. '

Federal Advisory Commitiee Act. Department of Interior procedures require this
project to have project consensus-based management consistent with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA), defined as, "the inclusion of interested parties with
an assurance for the participants that the results of their work will be given
consideration by the decision maker in selecting a course of action. It is a logical
outgrowth of public participation.” 69 Federal Register 10866, 10873 and 10876.

Governing documents. Plan appendices should include copies of all new and
previous contracts and memoranda of understanding between BOR and any state
and other government entities regarding the ASRA, and between BOR and other
parties that are carrying out or proposing to carry out facility planning, construction,
improvement and maintenance in the ASRA.

Fractured visions for and planning for ASRA and the watershed. The Placer County

General Plan divides the ASRA and fork canyons into several different areas. Placer
County has a Placer County Trail Plan that is not part of County General Plan. The
county Trail Plan and the North Fork American River Trail Plan are prepared by
Placer County Facilities Services without county Planning Department involvement
or review., ASRA contracts with BOR, which plans a dam. The State Resources
Agency supports a 12.6-mile bike road with staging area in the canycn at Ponderosa
Road. The Bureau of Land Management and BOR planning are not coordinated by
the US Interior Department they are both in. Upstream are US National Forest lands
and wilderness bills affecting the watershed are proposed in Congress.

California State parks has a unique opportunity to provide a vision for the ASRA into the
future. Indeed, it has a responsibility to do so.
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A vision that lives up to the great resources and recreation potential of the ASRA is likely
to have a positive influence on other public and private planning efforts fhroughout the
watershed. -We urge State Parks to create a Plan that raises the bar for all planning in
the watershed using a planning process that does the same.

Sihcerely,

Michae! Garabedian

President
(916) 719-7296
8
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Eriends of the North Fork RALE
7143 Gardenvine Avenue ~ 2005 DEC 12 PH 3: 38
Citrus Heights, California 95621-1966

December 12, 2005

Andy Fisher, Project Manager

Placer County Parks Division, Facility Services Department
11476 C Avenue

Auburn, California 85603

Re: North Fork Trail Project (American River)
November 10, 2005, CEQA Notice of EIR Preparation
State Clearinghouse No. 2005112042
Previous State Clearinghouse No. 2004052021

Dear Mr. Fisher:

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) does not desctibe the level of scoping in
enough or adequate detail to know what scoping is contemplated and what
previous scoping advice will be part of the EIR/EIS. Friends of the North Fork
requests that a detailed scoping outline be circutated to the public prior to

- EIR/EIS content determination for comment.

The NOP does hot describe the project’s probable environmental effects in any’
detail. Friend's requests that a new NOP be issued and circulated prior to
EIR/EIS content determination that describes these effects in sufficient detail.

There are items missing from the effects list in question. Key examples of what
is missing from the fist of Probable Environmentai Effects are:
» Trail and Trail Design, '
+ Impacts on Existing Trails,
¢ Route usage projections for different users,
« Vehicle, bike and pedestrian use of and impacts on Ponderosa Way
betweer [-80 and Foresthill Road. A traffic study is necessary.

The NOP says that, “The scoping process will heip to eliminate from detailed
study those issues that are not cfifical to the decision at hand.” Friend's requests
that eliminated issues are identified prior to EIR/EIS content determination with
an opportunity for public comment.

As explained below, we disagree with the statement in the NOP that the present
NOP process is, “An effective way to bring together and resolve concerns of
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federal, state, and local agencies; specific stakeholder groups; and the general
public.” No such effort has been made fo date of which we are aware, and the
required NEPA procedures have not been implemented so far.

The project shgu!d be placed on hold until the Bureau of Reclamation and other
federal anencies are paricipanis in a joint CEGA-NEPA process and the Bureau

is commi o imple the required NEPA communily training and
collaborative decision making processes S

Itis inappropriate for the CEQA process to continue without the active
participation by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). This project is on BOR-
owned land. The BOR contracts with the California Department of Parks and
Recreation (“DPR") for management of the Auburn State Recreation area
(ASRA), and the BOR is the ultimate decision-maker on plan implementation.
The joint MND-ES process that was terminated necessitates that the process
continue jointly. - :

Friends submitted a letter to the BOR raising these and refated issues, but has
not received an answer. A copy of the August 7, 2005, letter is attached and is
incorporated herein by reference for this NOP.

The potential continuation of the route in the ASRA upstream from Ponderosa
Way must be addressed (see below) and continuation up the canyon upstream
from the ASRA invoives Bureau of Land Management (“BLM"), U.S. Forest

Service ("USFS") and other authorities that must be part of the EIR/EIS process

for the 12.6-mile route. g ]

" The county’s effort to substitute for or to usurp DPR ASRA planning authority

with inappropriate acquiescence from DPR requires analysis regarding the
Capitol-to-Capitol route and the pending BOR NEPA determinations. Most of the

. Capitol-to-Capitol route from Folsom to near Carson City is on BOR, BLM and

USFS lands. As Capitol-fo-Capitol project proponent, it was incumbent on Placer

County as project sponsor o propose the project fo the BOR and other federal
agencies, which would use NEPA.

Instead, with inappropriate acquiescence at this time from DPR, and as an
apparent end-run around federal authority, the county has proposed a segment
of the cross-Sierra trail using itself as CEQA Lead Agency, even though the
county has no or minimal permitting or other approval authority for the 12.6-mile
or fonger trail. The county’'s minimal authority may come from its proposing the
trail for private lands, but the county, apparently erroneously, has shunned using
its planning, including General Plan, process for the Trail Plan and this project.

BOR should not promote misuse of CEQA, nor should it allow itself fo function as
a weak or failed NEPA and federal agency link with BLM and USFS. BOR must
activate federal agency roles in and using NEPA.
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The assertions by the county. DPR and Rg,_sgurces Agency that the 12.6-mile trail

is a stand-alone proiect does not place limits on or constrain the scope of the
EIR/EIS ‘ .

The county and others insist that the project is no longer than 12.6 miles and that
this is a stand-alone project. Assuming for purposes of argument that this is frue,
this is an entirely inappropriate limit to CEQA scoping. Growth including,
cumulative and other impacts require analysis regardless of intent. The nature of
the EIR/ELS requires full cross-Sierra route analysis using the North Fork canyon,
existing, other routes being planned, and alternative routes: ‘

« The county did advance the 12.6 as the first phase of a capitol to capito!
trail, and did not change the trail design, location, support facilities, and
so forth, once it purportedly became “stand alone.”

The route is not taken out of the canyon before Ponderosa Way.

An eguestrian staging area is unnecessary and impractical to locate at
Ponderosa Way and the road accessing it is impractical in relation to
using the Foresthill Road staging area. The indicated staging area is
also impractical for parking since itis over half-mile from the Ponderosa
Bridge. ‘

o Thereis no such thing as a corridor to nowhere — it is growth inducing
and self perpetuating: a transportation route that abruptly ends in itself
generates the support to continue it, Eke Route 41 through Fresno did
and has. ‘ '

 « Ahigh country picture of the route in the glossy Capitol-to Capito! trail
pamphiet produced by Placer Counly is said to have influenced the
decision by Davis Administration Resources Secretary Mary Nichols to
help to fund the 12.6 mile segment. 3

« Pending wilderness legislation in Congress defines wilderness .
poundaries in a manner that altows for bike corridors. -

There is no question that the 12.6-mile project was at one point connected to the
Capitol-to-Capitol project. However, the NOP has no information demonstrafing
that the EIR/EIS wil! not improperly segment project review. The proposed
action’s full extent, including all components, segments, and future phases must
be included in the project definition because a proposed action may not be
divided into smalier segments to avoid presentation of its full environmental
effects.

Federal lands and NEPA are the context of much of a Capitol-to-Capitol route
upstream of the ASRA. ANEPA determination pertinent to CEQA must be made
about whether other activities are corinected in such a way that they should be
evaluated in the same EIS/EIR. If actions are determined not fo be related, the
EIS/EIR must describe the actions and how they relate to the proposal, discuss
the impacts of the related actions to the extent known, explain why it is not
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necessary or possible to evaluate the actions in detail at the current ime, and
explain when, and in what type of NEPA document the related action is or will be
evaluated.

An EIR/EIS that does not recognize that the 12.6-mile segment is a key
component of a cross-Sierra route that establishes a precedent for using the
North Fork canyon, and that evaluates the impact of starling this as 8 cross-
Sierra route would violate CEQA.

s LUnder CEQA this project may be appropriate for a ﬁrst tier EIR/EIS that
evaluates alternative cross-Sierra routes for a new Capitol-to-Capitol
route and the 12.6-mile segment in detail, leaving other segments for
more a more detailed EIR/EIS at a later time. However, this process
can not he used to defer analysis of significant impacts to a later fime.

+ A CEQA Program EIR/EIS that in detail covers an entire new Capitol-
to-Capitol route and routing alternatives could aiso be explored to
determine if there is a manner in which a Program EIR/EIS could be
done in this situation that is consistent with NEPA.

The atftached commenis dated June 3, 3004, on the May 5, 2004, Mitigated
Negative Declaration and Environmental Assessment (“CEQA/NEPA MND/EA”)
are incorporated herein by reference for-this NOP. They apply to this NOP
project which has the same flagged route.

Scoping needs to describe (a) the county’s efforts undertaken in the two State
Capitols, Washington D.C., and elsewhere to promote the Capitol-to-Capitol

route, including how far the county got in obtaining signatures on the
“Memorandum of Understanding Concerning the Capitol to Capital Regional .
Trai” attached to the June 3, 2004 letter, (b) when and to what extent the county
terminated these efforts, and (c) the current status of these efiorts.

Full project definition, Trail Plan review and approval, and a Qrg;gct survey are
reqguired parts for the EIR/EIS

The Project Description should describe that preparation and approval of the
Placer County Facilities Services North Fork American River Traif Plan that has
had two separate drafts that Friends has in its possession, one dated September
2003, and the other dated, “Revised June 2004” is underway and that the
preparation or revision of the plan and the process for doing so is part of and is
covered by the EIR/EIS. This must be made clear and the plan is being reviewed
and circulated for comment, that the EIR/EIS is being prepared for the plan. The
county rescinded the existing plan, and could not have adopted it without the
MND/EA that has been vacated.

Friends of the North Fork has revisited portions of the proposed multiple use
project corridor with a hand held compass clinometer.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-68 Placer County


Sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                           North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR                                      3-68                                                                                       Placer County



The requirements for CEQA and NEPA anaiysis cannot be met unless the
proposed flagged route is, without vegetation clearance and land disturbance,
the subject of at minimum a compass center-line survey with cross sections
taken and ievels run at staked stations. An aftempt to evaluate the
environmental impacts of the proposed route without such a basic survey would
fail. This omission would unreasonably leave these and other major issues
subject to unnecessary vagueness and excessive conjecture:
» Appropriate route location criteria (e.g., the absence of side siope

percentage as a location factor),

ldentification of the route with the least impact,

Location of places requiring blasung,

Location of the nine-foot wide passing zones

Distances along the route from route bed to top of cut siope,

Amount of cut material,
_Location for and adequacy of disposal of the cut material,

Routing, cut and material disposal impacts on habitat,

Erosien,

Sustainability of the route,

Water quality,

Visual impairment.

@ % & & ¥ 5 ® O 5 8 O

The Project Location statement in the NOP, “The trail alignment is generaiiy
bounded by Interstate 80 to the north and Foresthill Road to the south,” is
confusing, and is both too limited and too broad as presented. The flagged
alignment is a limited route. Alternative cross-Sierra routes are outside of this
geographic area.

The project cannot proceed independently from the scheduled revision of the

1992 Aubum Interim Resource Management Plan ‘RMP' for the Auburn State
Recreation a ASRA

As described in the attached letter to the Bureau of Reclamation, the proposed
project is directly inconsistent with the 1992 Auburn interim Resource
Management Plan ("RMP"). The RMP provides for a hiking trail only in the North
Fork canyon. The California Department of Parks and Recreation (“DPR") is said
to have been preparing a re-write of the plan for public review, and has stated
that the public RMP review process was expected to begin in 2004, and then in
2005. Itis premature for the county to go ahead with this project and CEQA

process which project and CEQA issues must be considered in the RMP and the

RMP process.

Further, DPR should be the CEQA Lead Agency on this project. Placer County
is unsuited to be Lead Agency on any hiking-only trail route for the reasons
outlined in this lefter. Friends has no objection to and believes that the image of
a mountain biker on the county Website is an accurate portrayal of the county's
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recreation priority. The symbolic happy recreationist pictured may be a
proponent of the multiple use route.

If Placer County is to be the Lead Agency, the Planning Department should
prepare and manage the proposed frail plan and ifs CEQA process as part of the

- County General Plan.

The sustainability of a multi-use route must be considered; a multiple use route
more than five miles from confluence is not sustainable

Side slopes along the flagged route are freq‘uenﬂy not less than 30%.
Approaching right tumns, they may become 40% and not infrequently 40-50%.
After the tums they may be in the neighberhood of 60% and greater. :

After the right turn last bend in upper Clementine Reservoir, the side siopes are

60% and greater. This is in the general area Friends refers to as “The Wall.” One

planned route cut siope appears fo be about 80% and measurements of others in
the wall area are expected to show similar siopes.

This siope above the last bend in the Lake Clementine Reservoir will not sustain .

a multiple-use route. It appears that an old road may be usable as a new
multiple-use route going up river from the mid-Clementine access road that is
closed year round to public use. Before reaching the reservoir bend “wall,” if
feasible, this approximately mile-fong old road route would have o be extended
from where it reaches a ravine without crossing the ravine up to the ridge top
Forest Hill Divide Loop Trait. From this pointon, a mu!ttple-use trail should not
r&enter the North Fork canyon.

To work with hikers, a five-plus mile bike route from the confluence to the mid
Clementine access road and then along the old road and out, it should be one-
way going upstream for bikes. This should reduce the current serious user .
conflicts that occur when bikes speed downhill from Lower Clementine Road o
the confluence on the Clementine Trail and in a new route extension out of the
canyon from the old road.

We are uncertain if this would reduce equestrian-bike conflicts. However, it must
be noted that equestrian access on the Western States Trail parallels the entire
proposed North Fork project route. The Western States Trail crosses from the
nerth side of the North Fork downsiream of the confluence and from there on

uses the Middle Fork for what California Governor Reanan and Nevada Governar

Laxalt designated as the Capitol to Capitol Trail. Friends of the North Fork
believes that it was a cormrect choice to not put this route in the North Fork

. because it cannot support this kind of a trail.

Other reasons exist fo not extend a muitiple use traill to Upper Clementine Road.
The upper road is closed to automobile traffic from October to May 15 or later
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which gives this heavy summer use area a needed rest. A multiple-use trail
would open this area. ‘

The canyon’s inability to sustain a multiple-use trail above Upper Clementine
Road is ancther reason fo take the route out of the canyon before the last bend
in the reservoir.

Project Obiectives fall short; Project Objectives and route location criteria and
route standards and optional criteria must be accurately identified

The Project Objectives list must have added to protect, maintain, restore and
enhance:
: Wildiife and wildlife habitat,

North Fork water quality,

The scenic beauty of the North Fork, .

The experiences of each recreational user group with emphasis on
hikers and whitewater users who use the Norih Fork on the ground,
» Separate and specific criteria for hiking-only trail segments.

It is obvious from the location of the flagged route, and it is generally ‘known. that

- ane criteria for its location is that it be above the 942.5-foot elevation levei of the

proposed Aubum Dam reservoir. As far as we know, this has not been disclosed
in project and TAG documents. '

The EIR must address issues necessag' for consideration of the Clean Water Act

- Section 401 Water Quality Certification :

" According to the county soil survey, most of the project soils are unsuitable for.

frail construction. Old and more recent construction projects and the cut and fill
for them demonstrate the inadequacy of the soils and must be addressed in the
EIR/ESS. - . . . ‘

The EIR/EIS scope must include all matters necessary for the Central Valley
Regional Water Control Board's certifications and related reviews. A copy of
Frends October 1, 2004, letter to the Regional Board is attached without its
Exhibit A Response to Comments, and is incorporated herein by reference for

this NOP.

This is a state project taken through the “back door” instead of the necessary and

 appropriate state mechanisms

The driver of the project is a $1.5 milfion in Proposition 40 state funds granted by
the Resources Agency on the eve of the recall of Governor Gray Davis (the

- county signed the grant agreement September 22, 2004, the Resources Agency

Deputy Assistant Secretary for granis signed the agreement October 4, 2004,
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and the Agency Account Officer signed October 5, 2004). it was previously
driven by Placer County Rex Bloomfield who is no fonger in office.

Friends finds that the grant is inconsistent with the reasons it's directors
supported Proposition 40. The ballot summary began, “This act provides for a
bond issue .... to: protect rivers, lakes, and streams to improve water quality...
protect wildlife habitat...” and the Proposition 40 text provides that the funds
granted for this project are “for the protection and restoration of water
resources...” This project does the opposite.

Friends can find no authority in the Resources Agency Proposition 40 Grant
Guide for this project. The Guide provides for the development of River
Parkways according to the authority of Public Resources Code (PRC) section
786822, but the statutes listed do not include this projector its type. Section
78682.2(e) does allow for river parkway projects pursuant to a joint powers
agreement between state and/or local agencies, but Friends is unaware of such
an agreement in this case. Further, the North Fork is not known to be an urban
or other designated parkway.

The Guide requires that parkway grants are to “be used for low impact
recreational uses” which is not the case for this project which is an extreme
intrusion into areas of the canyon that are remote all-year round or, as at Upper
Clementine, seasonally. :

The Guide permits no funds for this project until it is in compliance with CEQA
and other environmental laws. I .

The EIR scope needs to include these and other pertinent Pfoposition 40 issues
including, from the Guide, how the county has demonstrated that the.project “will
provide benefits that are commensurate with the type and duration of the interest
in the land that is held by the Grantee, if the Grantee does not have title to the
land.”

DPR has statutory responsibility for trails. For example, in studying routes for the
state trail system, DPR is mandated to give priority to, “East-west trail routes for
nonmotorized use linking the state coastal trail route with the existing Pacific
Crest Trail.” PRC sec. 5075.7(c). In the project here DPR is advocating a 12.6-
mile east-west route that it must consider in relation to its charge to study east-
west routes. Instead, DPR seems to have deferred or referred its role to Placer
County. DPR participation on the TAG and DPR failure to assert the route’s
inconsistency with the 1892 ASRA Resources Management Plan seem to
support this analysis.

These factors both make this a state project and &emonstrate the need for the
state to act on its responsibilities:
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» This proposal is from a county with no inherent legal authority for plan
for the area in question,

» Piacer County is not using its General Plan authority and process (it
may be noted that at minimum the portions of the proposed route on

* private lands that would be subject to the trail may require Placer
County General Plan action by the county),

» DPR and the Resources Agency are supporting the county plan that is
inconsistent with the ASRA RMP,

» The ASRA RMP update process that was promised fo start many
months ago, has not been started,

e DPR and the county only operate in the ASRA at BOR sufferance,

» Other state cross-state trail planning efforts such as that by Caltrans
District 3 that are aiternative projects are not considered or coordinated,

o DPR's state trail planners do not seem to have been involved,
in DPR conflicts of interest, Greg Wells flagged the route under private
contract with the county less than a year after he left ASRA
employment, and his family's North Fork Associates contracted with the
county to prepare the Traif Plan.

 The county or DPR has not involved other state recreational interests in
and out of the ASRA.

o  While the state and federat governments are acting o eliminate
facilities necessary for or tied to construction of the Auburn Dam such
as the dam site tunnel and replacement of the temporary water pumps
with a permanent facility, DPR is preparing for reservoir construction by
proposing a reservoir-side frail using the same dam preparatory
principles used to construct 81e Foresthill Road bridge over the North
‘Fork. :

= The Califomia Conservation Corps is expected fo contract to build the
12 6-mile route,

¢ The project appears to be :nappropnate fora Proposmcn 40 grant.

These are scoping factors that require analysis and answers.

The Trail Advisory Group had and has no necessary hiking‘ stakeholder group,' S or
individuals, excluded one or more hikers from paricipation and notification who

uested to be in about route tings. hag membership unsuited to
lan for a hiking-only traii, and use its membership without additions is not
appropriately representative and is stacked in favor of certain interests, is window
dressing for this anti-hiking project

The Trail Advisory Group (TAG) was not composed in any manner as a serious
effort. Those fishing, hunimg, boating and boat camping on Clementine
Reservoir, picnicking, swimming, are not identified as affiliations of TAG
members. One of the most frequent hiker and user groups of existing river-
parallel trails in the canyon, gold seekers, are not there. Property owners in the
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area of the 12.6 and immediately upstream of it and beyond are not to be found.
No whitewatier groups or individuals are on board.

* The TAG doesn’t even have representation from area recreational agencies.

| started hiking regularly in the 12.6-mile segment area in September 1997 and
did its length 1999-2000. The TAG was not composed of stakeholder individuals
or groups who represent or speak for active recreational hikers such as myself
either along the 12.6-mile length of the river or the rest of the North Fork. The
route was proposed and delineated in the field without Rex Bloomfleld or any of
those appointed to represent hikers walking the flagged line.

As long as TAG members are not touring the flagged route, TAG involvement in
hiking trail issues has no credibility. |, for instance, have walked the enfire
flagged route except for a segment that is about 1/3 to ¥ mile in length. | asked
by e-mail and on the phone to be informed of any meetings on the project, and
was not informed. ‘

The NOP errs in calling the TAG meetings “public meetings.” No notice is known
to have gone out to those requesting nofice of route meetings or to the public.

The hiking component of the TAG was and is a disservice to hikers. The route is
designed to have bikes as the dominant use. On trails, the dominant use leads
other uses and other uses leave. This is documented by the trails located and
buiit by Greg Wells on the ridge near Foresthill Road who also flagged the project
route. These existing trails have been cited as justification for the proposed
project. However, after several years of use, these trail beds demonstrate no’
equestrian use and very little, if any, hiking use. -

The proposed project is anti-hiker and anti-hiking.
Sincerely,
Michael Garabedian

President and contact person
(918} 727-1727, cell 719-7286
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Friands of the North Fork
7143 Gardenvine Avenue
Citrus Heights, California 95621-1966

August 7, 2005

Rob Schroeder, Chief

Division of Resource Management
L.S. Bureau of Reclamation

7794 Folsom Dam Road

Folsom, Calfornia 95630

Re: Placer County North Fork Trail Project
NEPA and contracting ‘

Dear Mr. Schroeder:

The Placer County Board of Supervisors vacated its approval of the North Fork Trail
Plan and its approval of the Initial Study, Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Environmental Assessment on May 10, 2005, On June 10, 2005, it voted funds o
proceed with preparation of a CEQA EIR.

Friends of the North Fork notes the opportunity the Bureau of Reclamation has now to
implement community-based NEPA training and consensus-based collaborative
management as part of the preparation of the federal Environmental Impact Staiement
that is required for the proposal. . The March 8, 2004 Depariment of Interior procedures
require for this project community-based NEPA training defined as "the training of local

‘participants, with Federal participation, in the intricacies of environmental planning and

decision making as it relates to the local community(ies).” 69 Federai Register 10856,
10873 and 10876. It appears that this training has yet to ake place for or applicable to
this project. Friends believes that this training should take place prior to, and in any
event, no later than at the same time as scoping meetings for the EIS. BOR, Bureau of
Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service should be directly invoived in scoping.

The March 8, 2004 Department of interior procedures require for this project consensus-
based management consistent with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA),
defined as, "the inclusion of interested parties with an assurance for the participants that
the results of their work will be given consideration by the decision maker in selecting a
course of action. it is a logical outgrowth of public participation.” 69 Federal Register
10866, 10873 and 10876. it appears that at least one group, the Technical Advisory
Group mentioned in the May 5, 2004, Environmental Assessment, requires FACA
compliance. X :

Please inform Friends of the North Fork about any consensus-based groups or other

. efforts that are established and how to follow, observe, and participate ini them, including

by making cornments, for this project, including placement of Friends on regufar mail and
e-mail lists. ‘

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

Placer County

EDAW

3-75 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


Sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR                                                                                                                                          EDAW
Placer County                                                                                   3-75                                         Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



Friends' notes that the proposal is inconsistent with curment BOR-ASRA planning and
policy. For one reason, the 12.6-mile Multiple Use (M-Y) trail is inconsistent with the
ASRA plan. The Department of Interior Bureau of Reclamation ASRA Interim Resource
Management Plan dated Septembaer 1882 on its Plate 4 Trails map designates the entire
route from the Clementine dam upsiream as a Proposed Hiking Tral {(enclosed). - U
trails are mapped elsewhere in the recreation area, but not in the North Fork. The plan
states that, because of use conflicts, M-U frails are to be "60-feet or wider” (page 108).
Park-wide the plan says that, “Trail use conflicts were a common complaint,” Page 86.
Specific to the 12.6-mile area, the plan reads, "There are few facilities proposed for the

North Fork, as it is intended that the North Fork retain a wild a2nd primitive character. A
new Hiking-only trail is proposed that would paraliel the North Fork from lowa Hill
{Mineral Bar Campground) to Lake Clementine.” Page 120, enclosed, emphasis added.
Friends agrees with the state plan that a MU trail should not be considered for
constructed above Upper Clementine Road, and the definition of the proposal should be
s0 changed.

Friends would like to obtain copies of the all new and previous contracts and
memoranda of understanding between BOR and sfate agencies regarding the Aubum
State Recreation Area (ASRA), and between BOR and other parties that are carrying out
or proposing to carry out all trail and trail bridge route identification, construction,
nmprovement and maintenance in the ASRA

A copy of the staff reports and action summaries of the board's acﬁons the county’'s
proposed CEQA contractor agreement, and Friends' June 13, 20085, letter to the county
are enclosed. .

If  may provide any information or c!anf‘cation piease fet me know.

Sineerefy
WW

Michael Garabedian
President
(916) 7271727

Enclosed: Intetin Resource Management Plan, Plate 4 and page 120 ‘
May 10, 2005 staff memo and Hem 9(b) board surmmary action
June 14, 2005, staff memo and item 20 board summary action
Juhe 14, 2005, unexecuted EIR Consultant Services Agreement
June 13, 2005, letter to board of supervisors
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United States Department of the Interjor
Bureau of Reclamation

Auburn

State Recreation Area

¢
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Plan Formulation and Selection

North Fork of the American Rivar

Except for gold dredging, the North Fork of the Amezican
River has been reserved for passive recreation. There are few
facilities proposed for the North Fork, as it is intended that the
North Fork retain a wild and primitive character. A new
hiking-only trail is proposed that would paralel the North

. Fork from Jowa Hill (Mineral Bar Campground) to Lake

Clementine. Although this trail does cross private property,
the plan does not make 2 commitment for acquisition and is
only in the form of a long-term proposal. The improvements
identified for the three use subareas associated with the North
Fork area are presented as follows (see plate 8):

Iowa Hill (Mineral Bar Campground)

Proposed priority one facilities:
2 garbage cans, 1 post $ 75
Commercial put-in: '

2 restrooms, 1 tank : 000
Subtotal $5,075
Proposed pﬁ‘oﬁq two facilities: o
Expand parking—10 spaces - $8,000
Trailhead signs 430
: Subtotal $8,450
Proposed priority three facilities:
Picnic area—3 sites $4,800
Fotal cost all facilities Yowa Hill Subarea $18,325
Shirttail Canyon
Proposed priority one facilities:
2 garbage cans - $100

120

Auburm Interim Resource Mananement Plan
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COLPAX & Y

United States Department of the Interior

Bureau of Reclamation .
Auburn State Recreation Area
Mot o Geale Trails
Plate 4 September 1992
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—L"e'gg'”’" Proposed Multiple Use Trail

r;:oo- Proposed Hiking Trail

5 F everemieser Proposed Bike Trail

mwmseemn  Proposed Bquestrian Trail
v Exigting Trail

wmesswmm US Bureau of Redamation Takeline

INTERSTATE 853
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Letter

FRIENDS 1

Response

Friends of the North Fork
Michael Garabedian, President
September 24, 2007

Friends 1-1

Friends 1-2

Friends 1-3

Friends 1-4

The GPS data for the project is in a raw form that is not presentable in a readable format
for public distribution. The GPS data is intended to be used by to staff during
construction to accurately locate the planned trail alignment where flagging may be
missing. The public comment period for the DEIR ended on September 24, 2007.

The 2003 North Fork American River Trail Plan (Trail Plan) was vacated along with the
MND for the North Fork American River Trail Project. The County will prepare another
Trail Plan that reflects the current project description. The new Trail Plan is considered
an implementation/construction document for the proposed project and will be used to
guide the County with implementation of the proposed project. Because an EIR has been
prepared for the proposed project, which will be the subject of the new Trail Plan, no
further CEQA analysis is required for implementation of the Trail Plan. See Chapter 4,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text.

The construction details and visual simulations included in the Draft EIR provide an
accurate description of the project and provide typical detail options that trail builders
would use to respond to conditions in the field as encountered. This trail project must be
differentiated from a road project in that this trail project would include a refinement of
the trail tread within the studied corridor during construction. The purpose of this
refinement is to incorporate rolling grade reversals that meander around anchor points
such as rock outcroppings and trees. This trail project intends to use and preserve these
natural features whereas roads must often remove them to provide safe alignment for
motor vehicles. Rolling grade reversals are also a primary feature used to disburse water
before it becomes concentrated and direct it away from the trail bed in small volumes.
Because of the density of the vegetation in many areas, the tread refinement (often
referred to as “tight line flagging”) must be conducted in conjunction with the initial
vegetation clearing and would not be permissible during the planning process. It is
therefore impossible and unnecessary to provide a detailed diagram of excavation
amounts, rock wall lengths, and such. The details provided in Section B of Appendix B to
the DEIR provide field options to minimize the height of cut slopes in steeper side slope
areas.

It is not anticipated that the tread would exceed 6 feet in any location except in relatively
rare instances, when it may be necessary to incorporate short sections of tread that are
over 6 feet in consideration of discreet, site-specific safety or geologic conditions.

The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Construction Standards referenced in the ASRA IRMP
are published at http://www.fs.fed.us/database/acad/dev/trails/trails.htm. These
construction standards are intended to provide standard construction contract language
and details and do not deal with planning format. The construction documents that would
be prepared in conjunction with this project would be consistent with the USFS
Construction Standards.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
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Friends 1-5

Friends 1-6

Friends 1-7

Friends 1-8

Friends 1-9

Friends 1-10

Friends 1-11

Friends 1-12

Friends 1-13

Friends 1-14

Friends 1-15

Friends 1-16

Friends 1-17

Friends 1-18

Several multiple-use and single-use trails currently exist in the project area; therefore, the
project area is currently being used for similar types of recreation. The proposed trail is
consistent with State Parks’ mission and management plan for the project area as a state
recreation area.

The proposed project is described in Chapter 3.0 of the DEIR.

This comment expresses the commenter’s opinion and does not cite facts in support of
this opinion.

The portion of the North Fork American River that is designated as a Wild and Scenic
River is approximately 8 miles upstream of the proposed trail. The proposed project
would not affect the area of the river designated as a Wild and Scenic, nor is this project
in the vicinity of the Stevens Trail or the Beacroft Trail. See response NFARA-21.

See response Friends 1-5 above.

This topic is outside the scope of the proposed project and DEIR. No further response
required.

Chapters 4.0 through 15.0 of the DEIR address all relevant plans, policies, and
ordinances relevant to the project area for each resource area.

This topic is outside the scope of the proposed project and DEIR. No further response
required.

The issues raised in previously submitted comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the
DEIR and have been addressed in previous responses, analysis in the DEIR, or responses
in this FEIR. Those responses are hereby incorporated by reference. No further response

is required.

Under CEQA, impacts to population and housing would occur if a project would induce
substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly; displace substantial
numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere; or displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Because none of these conditions would occur as a result
of the proposed project, this topic was not further analyzed in the DEIR.

As part of the information gathering for the ASRA General Plan, an on-site visitor survey
was conducted in 2006 to learn more about visitor use patterns and visitor preferences
within ASRA. Five hundred and twenty eight useable surveys were completed by visitors
at a variety of locations throughout the SRA from May through October of 2006. Survey
results from these surveys are available on-line at:
http://www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=24325.

The proposed project does not conflict with or preclude river-dependent uses of the North
Fork American River Canyon.

See response Friends 1-15.
The TAG included a representative of the mountain bike community. Input from all user

groups and the public was solicited on the project during the public scoping and comment
periods in November 2005 and August 2006.

EDAW
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Friends 1-19

Friends 1-20

Friends 1-21

Friends 1-22

Friends 1-23

Friends 1-24

Friends 1-25

Friends 1-26
Friends 1-27

Friends 1-28

This topic is outside the scope of the proposed project and DEIR. No further response
required.

Cultural resources and historic use of the project area are described in Chapter 6.0 of the
DEIR.

Suction dredging is an on-going activity that would not change with implementation of
the project. As described on pages 6-15 and 6-16 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measures 6-1,
6-2, and 6-3, would reduce impacts to known and yet-to-be-discovered cultural resources
to a less-than-significant level.

As described on page 6-13 of the DEIR, an approximately 25-foot wide corridor was
surveyed for cultural resources. The survey area extended beyond the 6 foot trail tread
and potential 15-foot area of vegetation clearing.

Although Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires "consultation,” it
does not specifically mandate with whom consultation is conducted. Therefore,
procedures were followed to reasonably identify the appropriate points of contact when
consulting the Native American community to include them in the surveys and allow
them to provide comments or voice concerns about the project as is required under
Section 106. Native American consultation is not required under CEQA; however, Policy
5.D.3 of the Placer County General Plan and Policy 4.B.1-5 of the Foresthill Divide
Community Plan do require consultation. As described on pages 6-12 and 6-13 of the
DEIR, in accordance with the consultation requirements of Section 106, EDAW, on
behalf of Reclamation, initiated the consultation process with appropriate Native
American groups with a possible interest in the cultural resource studies and the proposed
trail construction. EDAW contacted the Native American Heritage Commission in
Sacramento and requested a list of suitable tribal organizations and individuals and a
search of the NAHC Sacred Lands Files. The Sacred Lands Files search revealed that no
known sites of cultural or spiritual importance to the present-day Native American
community were known to exist within the project area. The Native Americans contacted
are considered representatives for the living and non-living members of their respective
tribes.

Commenter’s recommendation to expand a study area to include the Sierra Nevada
Mountain region and Sacramento Valley is outside of the scope of this project. Impacts to
wildlife movement corridors were evaluated in the DEIR, as provided in thresholds of
significance in the Placer County CEQA checklist and State CEQA Guidelines. It was
determined that a 6-foot wide trail would not substantially interfere with the movement of
wildlife.

See response Friends 1-24. Impacts to wildlife populations were evaluated using the
Placer County CEQA Checklist and State CEQA Guidelines.

See response Friends 1-24.

See response Friends 1-24.

Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR evaluates the plans, policies, and land use and zoning
designations that apply to the project area. Impact 4-1 on page 4-6 of the DEIR evaluates

consistency of the proposed project with these plans, policies, and land use and zoning
designations.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW

Placer County

3-83 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



Friends 1-29

Friends 1-30

Friends 1-31

Friends 1-32

Friends 1-33

Friends 1-34

Friends 1-35

Friends 1-36

Friends 1-37

As described on pages 16-16 and 16-17 of the DEIR, the Cap-to-Cap Trail remains a
concept and not a reasonably foreseeable, probable future project. The County agreed to
design the trail section from the confluence to the Ponderosa Bridge to function as a
stand-alone trail with independent utility, adequate staging area parking, and logical
termini that would connect to existing trails.

Development proponents are required to dedicate trail easements and/or construct trail
sections across their property where designated in the County’s various community plans.
The current Foresthill Divide Community Plan (FDCP) does not include a trail plan.
However, a draft EIR for an updated FDCP is available for public review between
December 5, 2007 and March 5, 2008. A trail plan is included in the draft FDCP. In the
case of the Dreishach Parcel Map, a blanket trail easement was voluntarily offered to the
County by the developer and subsequently became codified in the draft parcel map and
conditions of approval. The County elected to incorporate the proposed Dreisbach trail
easement for potential inclusion into the future FDCP. It is common practice for the
County to accept trail easements that are voluntarily offered by property owners.

The North Fork American River Trail ISS'MND was vacated by the Placer County Board
of Supervisors on May 10, 2005, and is not a part of this project. At the time the North
Fork American River Trail IS'MND was prepared, the construction of the Cap-to-Cap
trail was a concept that had been discussed, but it had no proposed plan, alignment, or
funding; therefore, despite the concept discussion, it was not a reasonably foreseeable
project under CEQA. Since that time, there has been no interest by any implementing
agencies to construct this larger trail. There also continues to be many obstacles to
constructing the Cap-to-Cap trail. For these reasons, construction of the larger Cap-to-
Cap trail is still not a reasonably foreseeable project and is not included as part of the
DEIR. A detailed discussion of the Cap-to-Cap concept is provided on pages 16-16 and
16-17 of the DEIR.

See response Friends 1-30.

As described on page 16-15 of the DEIR, the project would not result in growth-inducing
effects.

U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and USFS are not responsible or trustee
agencies for the proposed project, nor would they issue permits on or be responsible for
approving any part of the proposed project. In addition, the proposed project would not
be located on BLM or USFS managed land. Therefore, consultation with these agencies
for the proposed project is not required. These agencies have had opportunities to review
and comment on the project during the public comment periods for the NOP and DEIR.

The portion of the North Fork American River that is designated as a “wild river” under
the Wild and Scenic River Act is approximately 8 miles upstream of the proposed trail.
The proposed project would not affect the area of the river designated as Wild and
Scenic. BLM and USFS plans and policies only apply to the lands under their
management. Because the proposed project is not on BLM or USFS managed land, these
plans and policies do not apply to the project.

The County has had on-going coordination with all responsible and trustee agencies on
the proposed project. See response Friends 1-34.

Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss cumulative
impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.”
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Friends 1-38

Friends 1-39

Friends 1-40

Friends 1-41

Friends 1-42

Friends 1-43

According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, “Cumulatively considerable means
that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects as defined in
Section 15130.” The DEIR considered the project’s effect in combination with all other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects on private and public lands. Property
ownership, by itself, is not considered a past, present, or foreseeable project, so it would
not influence the cumulative impact analysis. Land uses surrounding the project area are
discussed in Chapter 4.0, “Land Use,” of the DEIR.

Pages 4-1 and 4-2 of the DEIR describe the zoning designations within the project area.
The project would be located entirely on public lands and would be consistent with and
would not affect zoning in the project area or surrounding areas. Because the project
would not affect zoning in the project area, the level of detail provided by a zoning map,
was not required or necessary to evaluate the impacts of the project. In addition, inclusion
of zoning maps in EIRs is not required by CEQA.

The TAG was comprised of a cross-section of knowledgeable user group representatives.
The TAG recommendations have been open to public review and input through the
CEQA process prior to finalization of the project.

The trail is intended to be multiple-use. See Master Response 1.

Methods were used for the visual analysis of the project to provide a reasonable and
representative understanding of scenic impacts. The methods include the sampling of the
project area from representative views via photographs. The methodology for selecting
Key Observation Points (KOPs) and preparing visual simulations is described on pages 7-
9 through 7-11 of the DEIR. The County determined that five KOPs sampled at various
publicly accessible locations in the project area would be representative of the changes in
views that would occur with implementation of the project. KOPs were chosen from
commonly accessed locations looking at each end of the trail as well as a representative
KOP looking at the middle of the trail. Other viewpoints along the trail would have
similar views to the selected KOPs; therefore, the selected KOPs are representative of
views along the trail. Under CEQA, impacts on visual resources result from changes in
existing views. There would be no change in views from the location of the proposed
trail; therefore, visual simulations taken from the proposed trail location were deemed
unnecessary. Exhibit 7-3 in the DEIR showing Robber’s Roost is only included as a
documentary photograph to show an existing scenic outcropping in the project area. This
photograph was not taken from the proposed trail route and is not intended to show an
area that would have views of the trail. Exhibit 7-10 shows a section of trail viewed from
near Boole Road on the Canyon Rim near Applegate and is considered representative of
similar canyon rim views including various private parcels.

See response NFARA-9.

The proposed trail alignment was evaluated by a geotechnical engineer, and soils in the
project area were determined to be suitable for trail construction. Appendix B of the
DEIR describes the soil types in the project area as well as geotechnical considerations
for construction of the trail. Appendix B of the DEIR also describes and shows the
locations of all areas of instability or landsliding along the proposed trail alignment.
Areas of instability that would not be affected by construction or use of the proposed
project are outside the scope of this DEIR.
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Friends 1-44

Friends 1-45

Friends 1-46

Friends 1-47
Friends 1-48

Friends 1-49

As described on pages 3-13 and 3-14 of the DEIR, the proposed project may have the
potential to degrade water quality of other waters of the United States as regulated by the
Central Valley RWQCB. An application for Section 401 certification was submitted to
the Central Valley RWQCB on August 25, 2004, and a Section 401 certification was
issued on April 3, 2007. See Response Yeates-4 for a list of the conditions of the Section
401 certification that the County would be required to comply with. Water quality
impacts associated with the proposed project are described on pages 5-13 through 5-14
and 12-10 through 12-11 of the DEIR. Water Quality impacts related to the project
alternatives are described in Chapter 16.0 of the DEIR. The Section 401 certification will
be updated as necessary to ensure consistency with the FEIR.

No funds from Resources Grant Agreement #40714-01, “North Fork American River
Trail Project”, would be released to the County until the County can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Resources Agency that it has completed the terms and conditions of the
Grant Agreement.

The August 2007 North Fork American River Trail Project DEIR serves as CEQA
compliance for the proposed project.

No grading permit is required for the proposed project.
These documents are available at the County offices for review.

The County received a letter from Michael Garabedian on behalf of Friends of the North
Fork on December 4, 2007, requesting a “meeting consultation on the North Fork Trail
Project.” On January 11, 2007, the County sent the following reply to Mr. Garabedian by
mail: “This letter is in response to your letter of December 4, 2006. In your letter you
requested consultation on the subject project pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21153(a) that states a local lead agency ‘may consult with members of the public who
have made written request to be consulted on the project.” The County is agreeable to
provide the requested consultation to you as a member of the public. To facilitate the
consultation, please provide a selection of dates and times that fit your schedule. In
addition, please let us know what topics you are interested in discussing so we may better
prepare. You may contact me directly with the information at afisher@placer.ca.gov or
by mail. Thank you for your interest in this project.” On January 18, 2007, Mr.
Garabedian sent an email confirmation of receipt of the County’s January 11, 2007 letter,
but no subsequent proposal of dates and times or requested topics have been received by
the County.
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Friends 2

Friends of the North Fork
7143 Gardenvine Avenue
Citrus Heights, California 956211966

Septermnber 24, 2007

Andy Fisher, Project Manager

Placer County Parks Division, Facility Services Department
11476 C Avenue _

Aubum, California 95603

By 8-page fax to (530) 889-6809

Re; North Fork American River “Trail" DEIR
SCH #2005112042
Additional attachmants fo today's comment letler

Dear Mr. Fisher:

The Dreisbach parcel map condition materials requiring an irrevocable trail )
easement dedication are enclosed. We discussed this at the August 23, 2007 Friends 2-1
DEIR meeting, and the attached map and approval Condition No. 38 are
discussed on page seven of our lefter submitted earlier today. They were
mistakenly omitted from the letter.

Our comments to Parks and Recreation on the Aubum-Cool Crossing Feasibility iends 2-2
Study which is being subject to review including CEQA review as part of the Friends 2-
ASRA plan and CEQA/NEPA process is also enclosed. This was mistakenly
ornitted.

Finally, a copy of my September 5, 2002 e-mail to Vance Kimbrell is enclosed.

This is mentioned on page nine of our earlier submission today, and was also Friends 2-3
inadvertently omitted.

Sincerely,
Michael Garabedian
President
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TMENT
PLACER COUNTY PLANNING DEPAR
PARCEL REVIEW C OMMITTEE

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

3

Parcel Map PMLD 20050257 Name: DREISBACH

1.

Provide will-serve letters from the following agencies that express gatisfaction with the proposed project.

Electric Cotnpany: POEE ‘

School Districts: Foresthill Union School District and Placer Union High
Water District: Foresthilt PUL

" Sewer District: Private Septic
Fire District: Califotnia Department of Forestry (CDF)

Foresthill Fire Protection District
Show all record easements on the parcel map.

Provide proof of minimum offsite right-of-way access in accordance with Placer County Minor

. Sobdivisiop Ordinance Section 16.20.160 (3) (B); formerly 19.332. Right-of-way shall be of sufficient

width to acoommaodate the required road improvements with fheir cut, fill and drainage facilities. If this
condition is not met the proposed Parcel Map shall not be sbie to go to xcc?rel.

Dedicate to Placer County a no-access eascment where thé project abuts or fronts F{o:.‘_esthi[i roud as
approved by the Transportation Division of thig Department of Public Works The existing emergency
‘access between proposed parcels 6 and 8 is exempt from this condition.

Create a 50 foot (minimum) road and public wilities access to all parcels as depicted on submitted
tentative parcel map (revised 11/05).

Offer to, Dedicate to Placer County a road and utiﬁty eagement for all on-site road and utility casements
being created by this minor land division. ‘ LW

Improve the off-site road to the following standards: .-

From Moshiron Drive through Pareel A (PM Book 14 Page 107) to proposed property line of parcel 7 and
8 and from Spring Garden Road to property line of parcels 5.and 4, shall be improved o an 20-foot wide
scction of 37 asphalt (A.C.) over 87 Class 1! aggrogate base (A.B.) and 2-foot wide A.B. shoulders, unless
otherwise specified by Jocal Fire Protection Districts, Special Dstricts or other authorized serving entity.

NOTE: Partial sections of the offsite road improvemnents may currently meet County Standards snd will
not require further improvement. These sectfons will be identified on the submitted Improvement Plans.
Other tentative parcel maps may bave received tentative approval, or may be approved in the future,
requiring the same road improvements for the same section of road. It is the applicant’s responsibility to

contact the Placer County Engincering and Surveying Dept. before beginning any engineered design or
construction to determine the status of any such approved maps.

I{ construction or engineered design has begun for other approved parcel maps, then the above conditions
apply to the next section of road contiguous to the above required improvements unless otherwise
approved by Placer County Enginecering and Surveying Dept. (BSD).

The following additional improvements are required:

Minimum vertical elearance (hranch overhane. atility wires. ete,) crossine the road shall be 15 fest.
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37, Pursuant to Section 21089 (&)
and Game Code, the approval
paid, The fees wecquired are
Motiee of Determination i8 no
MOTE: The above fee shall

approval, (1)

18.  An lrrevocable Offer of Dedication (I
eagement over tho rexainder parcel.
publio trail casement ghall be dedicate
1t shall be Placer County’s Tesp
toute, croate a legel description,

EDAW

of the Califoria Public Resources Code and Section 711.4 et. 584, of the Fish
' be considered final unless the specified fees ate
ith Negative Declarations. Without the appropriate fee, the
or final and shall not be accepted by the County Clerk.

be submitted to the Planning Department within 5 days of final project

onsibility,

OD) shall be incl

uded with the project final map for a blanket trail
When Placer County identifies 2 specific trail toute, a 50" wide
4, and concutrentty, the: blanket trail easement ghall be abandoned.
al no cost to the remainder parcel OWIEL, to identify the trail
record the trall easement, and abandon the blanket easement 10D,
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Michael Garabedian

From: "Michael Garabedian” <mikeg@gvh.net>
To: <jrogers@jsanet.com>

Sent: ‘Menday, Aptil 16, 2007 243 PM
Subject:  Auburn to Cool Crossing Feasibility Study

To: Califatnia Department of Parke and Recreation
Jennifer Rogers
clo Jones & Stokes

Thank you for confirming that feasibiity study public respcnseé are being accepted today. Our ynderstanding Is that
because yesterday's Apnl 15 deadline fell on 2 Sunday, they should be accepted today.

yye welcome the Department of Parks and Recreation's invitation to the publfc to address the Auburn-Cool trai-
orossing project at the feasibillty study stage, The value of this Is demonstrated by the standing room only group at
the March 27, 2007 meeting. However, we bellave that we shouid have received notification of the oressing feasibility
study and input from the departsent or Jones & Stokes, but we did not, Instead, we learned abput it from anothar
organization.

We utge that this feasibiity stage approach be usad for a8 projects in the Norih Fark‘Amerf;_cah River watershed,
inclucing for Placer County’s North Fork Amerloan River Trall Sacramento-Carsen City project, and for the county's
Notth Fork Trall Confluence to Ponderosa Way project,

Wa also commend aiso the department’s poficy disclosed at the March 27, 2007 Feasibiiity Stuty meeting thet the
Trail Crossing must be addreszed I the Auburn State Recreation Area ("ASRA") Generat Plap and Resource
Managemant Plan thet are being prepared at this tme. This policy is alao necessary for the Placer Courfy's proposed
North Fork American River Trail, which as proposed is inconalstent with current general and resources management
plans, .

W have a number of reservations about the proposal to use No Hands Bridge for the Auburm-Cool trail crossing.
Foremost, and a reason we oppose this alternative, is the major new trall construction that would be necessary to
cafry out this alternetive. Using the map scale and measuring from the maps displayed at the March 27, werkshop, it
appears that approximately nine ilas of new trai Is proposed to be constrieted for this option, Most of the nine new
miles of trait would be where ho trails exist today.

¢
H

The approximately three miles of new trall construction on the south side of the river would have the eroslon and river
sedimentation folly of starting oh the south bank of No rands Bridge for 1,500 to 2,000 feet of trail length in the
"Metamorphic rock land” of 30.75% stopes (Capability Unit Vills-1 (18, 22) identiiled in the Bl Dorado Area 1074 Bail
Swvey, The El Dorade soll survey identifies most of the rest of the south side tralls solls to be Auburn very rocky siit
loam, 30 to 50 % slopes, Auburn extremely rocky siltinam, 3 to 70 percent stopes, Boomer very rocky loam, 3G 1o 50

percent slopes, and Boomer very rooky joam, 50 to 70 percent slopes. These soils have unacesptable characteristics
for the trail construction. :

According to the 1880 Placar County Seil Survey, Westarn Part, most of the approximately six mies of trail on the
nerth side of the river would be in Aubum soils (#127in the survey) fom the bridge for its length below Highway 48,
and then significantly on Boomer seils (#126). The Placer Gotinty soil survey spacifies that the Aubum # 121 ard
Boomaer # 125 soils have severe trall-bullding conatraints due to stopes.

‘There are enough trafls concentrated in the confluence area, and no new ones are necessary. These néw frails are
net needed if the existing crosalng is used.

To the extent that ASRA area frall planners might be lecking to the flat Amerlean River Parkway through the City of
Sacramento where in some locations there are separate irails for (a) street bikes, (b) equestians, () motor,
meintenance and emergency vehicles, and {d) hiking, this is inconsistert with the ASRA, Tralt use management, hot
more trails, is the answer in the ASRA, Restoration of the canvon to deal with exleting and past erpsion and the
accompanying eyesores is hecesanry.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR : EDAW
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The erosion and absence of necessity for any of the new con necting trails 1f the existing crossing is u§ed shotdd jead
the department to avoid considering them further, These factors should alsa preciude approval of projects using
these routes by the Central Vafiey Regional Water Quallty Controt Board,

We support bullding a permanant cressing at the present focation. An explanation is neaded abqut why & permanent
trail crossing at the present site may be opposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in light of the existance of the new
permanant pumplng facility that has been constructed nearby.

The idea of building tralls that threaten water and visual quality in order to préserve the posstbifty of using the site for
he eopstiucting Auburn Dem ts inadvisable, If permanent construction is 1o be avoided at the présent crossing, then
an interim crossing of 2ome kind shoutd ba used at the present crossing site.

it mey be that construction of 2 crossing at the existing site might be done either based on existing anvionmentsl
ipact studies o by CEQA negative declaration or NEPA Finding of No Significance.

However, because of the erosion, vistsi and other préblems, new trail construction proposals require preparation of 2
CEQA Envircnmertal Impact Statemen) and & NEPA Environmental Impact Statement, in addition o the
approximataly nine-miles of trafl identified for the No Hands Bridge crossing, the Oregon Bar eressing appears to
recuine zbaut three miles of new irall construction, the Knicketbocker Bar orossing pethaps up 1o two miles, the
Lower Outlet crossing perhaps up to 1 % miles, and the Upper Outiet crossing perhaps up to two milss. Among the
issues for this environmental review i the existing orossing is not used are the impact of raising the fevel of Foisom
Resorvoir, the impact of diferent locations of the Auburn Dam site, the Auburn-Cool read crossing, and so forth,

Tne Folsom Lake State Recrestion Area plar: should not be adapting policies or: the crossing in question prior to the
required CEQA and NEPA analysis, Crossings in the Folsom Leke SRA would impact resources in the ASRA,

Firally, at this feasibility study stage, the sources and amounts of known and possible funding need to be Identified
alang with the cost of each aitetnative considered, The cost of building unnecessary trails should also be a major
factor for this issue,

[f we can suppiy any further information, please let me know.
Siﬁcesely.

Michael Garabedian, President

Friends of the North Fork

7143 Gardenvine Aveﬁue

Chirus Heights, California D8624

(916) 719-7208

mlhe;q@gyﬁ.@t

Friernds of the Nortk Fork is & California nonprofit corporation
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Garabedian, Michael

From: Garabedian, Michael

Sent: ‘ Thursday, September 05, 2002 10:56 AM |

To: wkimbrel @placer.ca.gov', ramirez @ piacer.ca.gov'
Subject: Sacramento to Carson City trail

vance Kimbrell, Senior Parks Planner
Placer County

Mr. Kimbrell, }
| appreciaie the opportuniiy. { heid to speak with you and Mr. Ramirez about the American River ;rail.

t started hiking up the American River at the Sacramento River by wading though icy fiood waters rig-March 1999 at
Discovery Park, and have coverad the length from Sacramento, along Fotscm‘iﬂaka, and up the north fork on foot to jUS’t
past Pickering Bar and various stretches after that, I've gotten up to the American Eagle Mine past Hurnbug Canyon v.{sth
one big hiking gap at Giant Gap and a tiny gap just past the end of Green Valley. Last weekend on my tpnrd avernight in
the canyon in the last month, | usad the Beacroft Trail. When | lived in Auburn, | first startad hiking the river 1847-1998 at
the confluence area in all seasons,

Seeing the article on the trail plans loads me 1o raise sgvera! issues. . i .

1. A major issue requiring CEQA and NEPA analysis before decisions are made is what route over the Slerras a bike
route should take. A bike route over is a good jdea, but the Amarican River North Fork is a seriously doubtfud location for
one. The North Fork is a remote hiking canyon in most areas above the confluende of the North and Middle Forks
American, and abike iraiitup the North Fork should not be started without a full analysis of alternatives, Starting & bike trail
up the North Fork coutd very well be a premalure potential commitmant of bikes aft the way up and over. Based on &
number of my direct experiénces, therd are bike-hiking confiicts on both the single path and wide path areas on the: North
Fork traits just above the confluence now that the shouted apologles from the bikers do not mitigate. Another issue Is that
were bicycles go, motorbikes follow. “Thought needs to be given to the extent o which the same trail and same canyon
can serve the needs of people "commuting” to Carson City (where my mom was hom)fTahoe and those exploring the
canyon on foot, and how to do it i you think it can.

2. Trail location is critical because there seems 16 be no place to put one in some plages {or else one would be there in
some cases). Depending on the geoiogy and salils, some trails have endured intact for many decades while others have
disappeared. Some are stilj there, but finding them can take a couple of trips. 1was right below one once, and might not
have found it if an old miner hadn't told me from acrass the river that | was practically standing on it - you can't easily see
where it starts when looking right at it, In some areas, 1o make a trial that doesn't itself have a big visual of other impact
_means it probably has to leave the canyeh for a ways, as existing trails do already., \
3. 'The canyon is essentially wilderness in & number of places below the Beagroft Trail {I've only been a mile above the’
Beacroft 50 far). Thought needs 10.be given 1o protecting the wiklerness qualities, For instance, | recently met two
motorbike riders in full get up coming up the Ecuhre Bar trail. There are many motorbike spin-out grooves damaging the
Murnford Bar trail where miotorized vehicles are prohibited. . .

4. My up close experiences encountering eye-to-eye a skunk, a bobeat, and rattiesnakes {four so far), and wheh &
cormorant Jooped me for a whole day as | went upriver, and seeing a bear that had crossed the trail that was about 150

feet above it when | finajly saw it, cause me 10 sek agsurance that wildiife piologists survey the length and affect trail
design, location and use.

Plaase lat me know about any meetings about the tral, any comiittees that form, and fieldltribs. alf dacurnents that are
produca_d, and alf natices, and please put me on any mailing lists.

Please provide ma with & copy of the request for proposals for a trail consultant.

Thank you, and goed luck,

Please et me know if | can help. |am a staft counsel in state government working on preservation of agricultural including

ranch lands, and have a degree in Forestry & Conservation. However, t am writing you in my personal capacity, not on
hehaif of my agency.
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Mic f;apl Garabedian
’gf @ (office phone)

P.O. Box 19199
Sagramento, Caifornia 95819

Home phone {916)981-1276
Home fax: (916).924-4815™
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Letter Friends of the North Fork

FRIENDS 2 Michael Garabedian, President
Response September 24, 2007

Friends 2-1 See response Friends 1-30.

Friends 2-2 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

Friends 2-3 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
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IMBA

INTERNATIONAL MOUNTAIN BICYCLING ASSOCIATION

-2
2,
2,
REPLY TO: 7589 Ridge Road Newcastle CA 95658 ?’n i
< t««’-\'\;—h
September 20, 2007 ' ' T e
o
, . g o
Mr. Andy Fisher, Project Manager w T
Placer County Dept of Facility Services L
Parks and Grounds Division o

11476 C Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

RE: NORTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER TRAIL PROJECT DRAFT EIR
Dear Mr. Fisher,

As a representative with the International Mountain Bicycling Association [IMBA],
1 would like to submit the following comments in connection with draft EIR for this
trail project. _ . : ,

IMBA is a nonprofit corporation that represents mountain bicyclists and local
IMBA affiliated clubs around the world. IMBA has published two books and
developed significant expertise in trail design and management. The IMBA club
in this area, FATRAC, has worked on local trails for over a dozen years. Thank IMBA-1
you for your years of effort in bringing this particular project fo life. It coordinates
well with the existing trails and will provide ancther trail to disperse existing trail
traffic. This should result in an excellent trails experience by hikers, runners,
cyclists and equestrians. :

. COMPLIANCE & IMPACTS —~ General.

IMBA reviewed the 2004 Environmental Assessment and Mitigated Negative
Declaration and believed that potentially significant impacts and appropriate IMBA-2
mitigation measures were well documented and identified at that time. This EIR
further details any impacts. We reviewed specifically Chapter 14.0, Recreation,
which IMBA believes carefully shows full compliance with the various plans,
including the Placer County General Plan, outlined in Chapter 14, pages 14-2 to
14-5.

The CEQA document adequately outiines the impacts, significance of those
impacts and mitigation measures of this. trail project. Since mitigation measures
include obtaining the appropriate permits from the Regional Water Quafity | IMBA-3
Control Board, the Department of Fish & Game, and compliance with rules of
several regulatory agencies, we are confidant that the trail construction wil

OJOXSRC)

SPEAK BUiLD RESPECT RIRE

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR : EDAW
Placer County o397 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


Sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR                                                                                                                                          EDAW
Placer County                                                                                   3-97                                         Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



proceed using proper environmental measures. Trail experts from the County
and private consulting firms have surveyed the trall alignment, with gradients to | |[MBA-3
be kept less than 10%, thereby mitigating erosion and siltation. Tree and brush (Cont.)
removal will be kept to a minimum so that visually the trail will be natural and '
hardly visible and will maintain habitat. The potential impact to wildlife was
adequately addressed.

H. SPECIFIC IMPACTS.
Impact 14-3, discusses potential increased {rail degradation, and explains this
degradation would be a less than significant impact. The draft EIR notes:

“that the proposed trail may redirect {rail users from other areas of the
Auburn SRA to the project area, thereby increasing recreational use in the
immediate project area. Redirecting frail users from other frails in the
Auburn SRA would reduce degradation of those tralls. Because the
proposed trail would not cause a significant increase in demand, it would
not cause degradation of existing trails. While regular trail use by
- equestrians and bicyclists could cause degradation of the proposed trail,
routine maintenance of the trail would be performed to address this issue.”
There is a suggestion here, that regular trail use by equestrians and bicyclists is IMBA-4
similar. Studies are showing that bicyclists impacts are much more like hikers,
and much less than equestrian use, A newly completed study, "Assessing and
Understanding Trail Degradation: Resuits from Big South Fork National River
and Recreation Area,” by Dr. Jeffrey L. Marion of Virginia Tech University adds
fresh information to help trail enthusiasts understand and manage trail impacis.
{The report may be downloaded at:
hitp;/Mmww.imba.com/resources/science/marion_nps report_intro.himl)

You might add “hikers” o the list of users who ‘may’ cause degradation, or simply
say “trail users.” And that in addition to “routine maintenance” you might add that
"a properly aligned, designed, and maintained trail would address this issue.”

Hl. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE. In Chapler 18, various allernatives are
discussed. IMBA will support the Preferred Alternative, bul has the following
comments. IMBA likes elements of the 4-FOOT TRAHK. ALTERNATIVE, which
provides: '

A trail that would follow the same alignment as the proposed project and
have a 4-foct trail tread width was evaluated when the proposed project | IMBA-5
was being developed... A trail with a slightly narrower tread width would |
have slightly less impact on biological resources, cultural resources, and
hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project; however, a
narrower tread width would have more of an impact on user safety and
recreation because of user conflicts and reduced lines of sight. In addition,
this trail width would not meet the project's objectives nor conform to State

EDAW . North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Parks’ standards for multiple-use trails. This alfernative may result in | |[\BA-5
slightly iess impact on some resources compared to the proposed project; (Cont))
however, it would not significantly reduce any impacts. {(Page 16-5, Draft '
EIR)

The six foot trail width, you state, is in conformance with State Park standards for
multiple use trails, however, on any of the State Parks trails | have personally
worked on or ridden, the trail width was four feet or less. Other trails in the area, '
for example the Connector Trail, was built with a SWECOQ, with an approximate IMBA-6
four foot width; it then narrowed nicely info a single track line with use over time.
We think that there may be five-foot “guidelines”, but not “standards,” and this
may be changing to narrower widths where possible. Thank you for re-
confirming with State Parks regarding this issue,

We understand that frail builders will be dealing with trees, boulders, nesting
sites, efc. and need to have room to work around these issues. We do like a
narrower alignment wherever possible. Regarding the safety issue, IMBA's
research shows that wider “road” width frails actually may increase speeds of
cyclists and reduce the overall enjoyment of ali users. In Chapter Six of
“Managing Mountain Biking” ISBN 978-0-9755023-1-X, IMBA makes the
foilowing recommendations: ‘

“Use More Singletrack. Those who object to mountain biking on
singletrack envision riders bombing along a skinny trail at supersonic
speeds, launching headlong into startled hikers and equestrians. In fact,
singletrack trails tend to slow mountain bikers—-particularly on shared-use
trails where they anticipate encountering other visitors—demanding
constant vigilance and a slow to moderate speed. if's almost
counterintuitive, but speed and danger tend to increase on wide, | IMBA-7
unchallenging roads.” Page 150, “Managing Mountain Biking.”

“Pilan for Passing. On high-iraffic trails, slightly wider trails with clear
sightlines can allow users fo pass each other comfortably. But wide,
smooth trails also allows cyclists to travel relatively quickly. One solution
is fo blend extra width to accommodate a high number of users with a
rough surface to slow riders. When narrow trails are subject to high traffic,
create occasional wider areas or puiloffs with good sightlines to facilitate
passing.” Page 152, "Managing Mountain Biking.”

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Contact me if you have any
guestions. My number is (916) 663-4626.

Very truly yours,

J Hog— G

Jim Haagen-Smit

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR : EDAW
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Letter

International Mountain Bicycling Association

IMBA Jim Haagen-Smit
Response September 24, 2007

IMBA-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

IMBA-2 The comment expressed support for the proposed project. No further response is required.

IMBA-3 The comment expressed support for the proposed project. No further response is required.

IMBA-4 Comment noted. Routine maintenance of the trail would be performed to address
degradation by all trail users.

IMBA-5 As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, the tread width of the proposed trail alignment
would generally be 6 feet, but may vary as needed based on geologic and safety
considerations. A 6-foot width would conform to the ASRA IRMP standards for
multiple-use trails. See Master Response 3.

IMBA-6 State Parks routinely reviews and updates its Trail handbook that establishes standards
for trails. The State Park Trails Handbook specifically states that where possible
multiple-use trails would be developed and that the standard for those trails is 6 feet wide.
The fact that many older trails are narrower is more a factor of the period of time the trail
was constructed and what the existing standards were at the time the trail was
constructed.

IMBA-7 The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed project

would be similar to those used for the Connector Trail. See Master Response 3.
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Turner

Andy Fisher

From: Sherry G Turner [Sherry@SierraAlliance.com)
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2007 9:00 PM

To: Andy Fisher o

Subject: North Fork American River Trail Project
Importance: High

Dear Andy Fisher,
Senior Planner, Placer County, CA

I am writing you to tell you that I fully support the North Fork American Trail Project. The new trail
will help to disperse the heavy use on our existing trails. This will go a long way toward improving the

trail experience of everyone using those trails.

I ride FDLT and other Confluence area frails. I have done volunteer trail work with FATRAC. T would
love riding on a new trail and would volunteer on a new trail!

1 wish I could make the meeting, but other plans prevent my attendance.
Please, support this new North Fork American River trail!
Thanks!

Sherry G Turner

9/12/2007

Turner-1

Turner-2

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Letter

TURNER Sherry G. Turner
Response September 11, 2007
Turner-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Turner-2 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
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Pierroz

Andy Fisher
Placer County,
Facility Services Department,
11476 C Avenue,
Auburn, CA 95603
Mr. Fisher
I want to add my support in favor of thie proposed North ¥ork American River Trail. -As )
a senior citizen and second generation Northern Californian, I strongly support the work | Pierroz-1
that Placer County has done to allow access to outdoor recreation though its system of
. trails.

1 am an avid mountain biker and usc FDLT and other the other tails in the Conflucnce Pierroz-2
area regularly. Iam concerned about the impact that heavy use is having on our existing
trails and feel that the proposed 14-mile trail would alleviate some of that pressure. The
Connector Trail is an excellent example of what a designed trail should be, and T hope Pierroz-3
that the new North Fork American River Trail would be of a similar design
As 3 member of FATRAC, | have done volunteer work on the FDLT and Granite Bay .
Trail and would be happy to volunteer 1o work on a new trail - and would take every Pierroz-4
opporiunity to use it.
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Letter

PIERROZ Bert Pierroz
Response August 14, 2007
Pierroz-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Pierroz-2 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Pierroz-3 The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed project

would be similar to those used for the Connector Trail.

Pierroz-4 The comment expressed willingness to help with maintenance of the trail. The comment
is noted. No further response is required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Wilson

August 14, 2007

Placer County Facility Services Department:

as very pleased to see the _
he confluence of the North and Wilson-1

g at the Ponderosa Bridge.

As a mountain biker in the Auburn area, 1w
plans for a natural surface trail begining at t
Middle Forks of the American River and endin

his trail will be a width much like the Connector, which was built | Wilson-2
WECO and has developed a nice parrow line. This new trail will :

e on existing trails and improve the trail experience
de on the Foresthill Divide Loop Trail and .
Is, and have done volunteer tratlwork with Wilson-3
ding and volunteering on a new trail.

| hope t
witha 8
disperse the heavy us
for everyone. | regularly ri
other Confluence area trai
EATRAC, and would appreciate ri

Regards,

e

Craig Wilson

L1:€ Hd Si9nvion
A
3

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR :
Placer County ‘ . RER
3-105 : Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


Sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR                                                                                                                                          EDAW
Placer County                                                                                   3-105                                       Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


MartinA1
Line


Letter

WILSON Craig Wilson
Response August 15, 2007
Wilson-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Wilson-2 The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed project
would be similar to those used for the Connector Trail.

Wilson-3 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Martin

August 15, 2007

Andy Fisher

Facilities Services Department
11476 C Avenue

Auburn CA, 95603

RE: North Fork American River Trail
Dear Andy,

I am excited to leamn of the progress on the North Fork American River Trail. My family Martin-1
regularly uses the trails around Auburn, we primarily ride the FHDL trail and the
Connector Trail. 1am particularly impressed with the design of the Connector Trail. We
specifically like the moderate grade, the undulations and the way it meander that was so Martin-2
artfully executed. We hope the design of the new trail will follow this since the terrain is
similar.

T was initially shocked at the six foot construction width of this trail built by a Sweco
machine but I now understand it is necessary for passing and having clear distance for )
handlebars and horses. As the trail has seasoned, the wear surface is now about 18 Martin-3
inches. 1 expect you will find others that are also shocked by the six foot initiat width
and hope you will hold firm on this specification,

The only two additional things that I might suggest are:

1. The brush be thinned to a width of about 20 feet so that as the trail matures there Martin-4
won’t be such tight sight lines and the need for maintenance.

2. Poison Oak be destroyed to the extent that is environmentally sensitive. Fourteen .
miles is a lot of frail to maintain and the Poison Oak will be a yearly challenge. Martin-5

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I look forward to helping build and maintain
this trail for the benefit of current and future generations.

Martin-6

I have included a picture of my daughter on the matured Connector Trail that shows the
initial width and the wear surface. ‘

Sincerely,
Randy Martin

FATRAC Member

1330 Lakeview Drive
Colfax, Ca 95713
530.637.1020
Randy@martin-associates.net

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR - EDAW
Placer County 3-107 - Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
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Letter

MARTIN Randy Martin
Response August 15, 2007

Martin-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Martin-2 The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed project
would be similar to those used for the Connector Trail.

Martin-3 As described on page 3-10 of the DEIR, maintenance activities would be performed by
County staff or volunteers, and maintenance would occur annually or as needed.
Localized, hand-sprayed herbicide or mechanical or manual vegetation removal may be
required along the trail tread for the first years to prevent vegetation from overgrowing
the tread. Herbicide application would only be performed by staff certified in herbicide
application.

Martin-4 As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, vegetation removal would be minimized within
the trail corridor to the extent possible; however, up to 15 feet may be cleared where
needed to promote safe lines of sight. Clearing of up to 15 feet is expected to be adequate
to provide safe lines of sight.

Martin-5 Control of poison oak within the trail corridor would be incorporated into maintenance
operations.

Martin-6 The comment expressed willingness to help with maintenance of the trail. The comment
is noted. No further response is required.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Haley

August 16, 2007

Andy Fisher

Facility Services Dept.
11476 C Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Reference: North Fork American River Trail Project

The proposed trail will be a welcomed addition to the current trails in the Lake Clementine area.
The Sun City Roseville Trails Club schedules three annual hikes in this area: [1] the Lake
Clementine Loop Trail (Confluence along Middle Fork river to Lake Clementine access road and Haley-1
back under Foresthill Bridge), {2] the Lake Clementine View Trail (Driver’s Flat to Lake

Clementine access road), and [3] the Driver’s Flat trail, south side (Driver’s Flat to Grizzly-Bear
House Jct ). '

The planned traithead at Ponderosa will allow for an out & back hike (southward) and may be

combined with the Codfish Falls venue. Plus, the northward route from Lake Clementine will Haley-2
also be a new route for our club.

The online information site is quite helpful in reviewiiig the documents and tracking the project
status. : Haley-3

Bill Haley/(%w%

Vice President
SCR Trails Chib -

3517 Lantem Grove Lane
Roseville, CA 95747
916-762-2939
sjihwimeh{@comeast.net

LS8 WY 02NVl
3
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Letter

HALEY Bill Haley
Response August 20, 2007
Haley-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Haley-2 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Haley-3 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Sayre

P, O. Box 544
Applegate, CA 95703

August 22, 2007

RE: North Fork American River Trail Project

Placer County Facility Services Department
c/o Andy Fisher

11476 C Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Sirs,

g2:6 Wd NZON LT

s

I’ve been backpacking in the Sierra Nevada wilderness and hiking the North
Fork canyon for over thirty years. | was totally unprepared for the North
Fork trail proposal described in the DEIR. ‘

A six-foot, full-bench bench trail cut along the steep banks of the canyon,
cleared of vegetation to 10 vertical feet or 15 feet for line of sight, with
graded slopes and signage might be better characterized as a tree-lined
roadway. | appreciate your desire to satisfy bicycle riders, equestrians and

people with disabilities as well as those of us who walk, but at what ex-
pense?

In addition:

1. The trail ascends and descends nearly 1,000 feet in several places.

Even with well-graded switchbacks, such elevation gains and losses
will make the hike moderately difficult. Another staging terminus

at the Upper Lake Clementine Road might provide a shorter and
less tiring hike option.

. The trail will éppeal to equestrians, but how many of their horses

will be spooked by hikers and bicyclers unfamiliar with trail proto-
cols? Will there be places where hikers can step back from the trail?
Horses, their riders and backpackers in the Sierra Nevada are ac-
customed to each other and have learned to share very narrow
trails. I’d be less optimistic about your equestrians encountering
hikers and bicyclers.

. As infrequently as those ephemeral streams flow, are those engi-

neered bridges really necessary? People out hiking during the rainy
season wouldn’t object to a little boulder-hopping.

. Segment 5 seems to get very close to Lake Clementine. How do you

propose to discourage informal trails forged to the water’s edge?

VAM3S ALITIOY
BN A a0y

Sayre-1

Sayre-2

Sayre-3

Sayre-4

Sayre-5

Sayre-6

Sayre-7

EDAW

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-112
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August 22, 2007
Page 2

I’'m sympathetic to your desire to satisfy all potential users; however, |

think the trail you’re ptanning is inappropriate for the east slope of the

North Fork canyon. 1 would have expected something less pretentious, like Sayre-8
the one in the Placer Big Trees Grove (less the paving). That trail fully en-

gages the user in the beauty of the area, the only ethic that really matters

here.

Sincerely,

A~

Bruce Sayre

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
Placer County 3-113 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR
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Letter

SAYRE

Response

Bruce Sayre
August 24, 2007

Sayre-1

Sayre-2

Sayre-3

Sayre-4

Sayre-5

Sayre-6

Sayre-7

Sayre-8

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

As described on page 3-3 of the DEIR, to the extent possible, the proposed trail
alignment would follow the contours of the canyon to minimize grades, discourage
erosion from water velocity on steep profiles, and protect natural resources. During initial
field surveys, the trail was staked along an alignment that avoids profile grades greater
than 10%, large rock outcrops, trees larger than 6 inches in dbh, and potential cultural
resource sites. The proposed trail would be approximately 6 feet wide, and the County
standard for roadways is 20 feet minimum. See response Friends 1-3.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

As described on page 3-3 of the DEIR, the trail was staked along an alignment that
avoids profile grades greater than 10%.

See Master Response 3.

As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, generally, new bridges and other structures would
be avoided because of their high construction and maintenance costs, and natural stream
crossings or fords would be implemented wherever possible. However, four of the stream
crossings would require the construction of bridges because of the size of the streams in
these locations as related to safe passage of users. Important factors in bridge
construction are the seasonal water levels in the drainage and the bank configuration of
the stream.

The goal of the proposed project is to discourage informal trails, which is accomplished
by the distance of the trail from the river, the steep topography, and the dense intervening
vegetation. However, it is not possible to completely eliminate the possibility of informal
connections to the river.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

EDAW
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Goodwin

Andy Fisher

From: Richard [trailride@foothill.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2007 12:35 PM

To: Andy Fisher

Ce: Janet Peterson; Claudia & Charlie Booth

Subject: Comment re: DEIR on the proposed NFAR Trail Project
Attachments: Regarding Impact 8-4.doc

Regarding Impact
g-4.doc {21 K...

For Andy Fisher:

Please consider the attached comment regarding Impact -4 of subject project DEIR.

Thank you,

Richard Goodwin

Weimar

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Placer County

3-115
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Regarding Impact 8-4, which reads in part,

*Ponderosa Way, at the east end of the proposed frail alignment, is a dirt road with little
traffic. The staging area would be designed for safe ingress and egress of vehicles.
Therefore, traffic entering and exiting the roadway would not pose a significant hazard.
The California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) grades the road each
spring; however, by early summer it is in poor condition (Fisher, pers. comm.,, 2004). The
condition of Ponderosa Way could pose a hazard to horse frailers and other vehicles using
the Ponderosa Way Staging Terminus; however, State Parks would increase maintenance
of Ponderosa Way to ensure the safety of vehicles using the roadway.

"Because the staging termini would be designed to include measures for safe ingress and
egress of trucks and trailers and would provide additional off-street parking, this impact
is considered less than significant.”

Consideration should be given to the fact that trail users from the Weimar side of | Goodwin-1
the canyon could, and probably would, access the northern terminus staging
area via Ponderosa Way, approaching from the North and crossing the
Ponderosa Bridge, rather than driving an extra 20 miles or so by going via
Auburn and the Foresthill Road. This prospect has two consequences that nee
to be mitigated: ‘

1. The graded roadway from the northern rim of the canyon down to and
including the bridge is not safe for use by horse trailers. The County (and/or
Parks & Rec) should provide and maintain signage that warns potential
equestrian users of the danger. Many types of trailer rigs wouid only be able to
drive part way to the bridge and would then be unabie to go forward, turn
around or back out.

2. There would very likely be a significant increase in use of the Weimar half of
Ponderosa Way by hikers and bicyclists driving to the northern terminus staging
area. The County (andfor Parks & Rec) wouid need to provide (fund) increased
maintenance of the roadway on an annual/seasonal basis as a matter of safety Goodwin-2
for those drivers. The existing roadway is very narrow in places and has few
turnouts, forcing vehicles traveling in opposing directions into dangerous
situations. '

Respectfully,

Richard Goodwin
19520 Placer Hills Rd
Coffax, CA 95713

traflride@foothill.net
(530) 637-4644

EDAW : North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-116 - Placer County
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Letter

GOODWIN Richard Goodwin
Response August 23, 2007
Goodwin-1 See Master Response 2.
Goodwin-2 See Master Response 2.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Herms

North Fork American River Trail Project EIR
COMMENTS

Name: U\}L\{ML a ﬂ i{,ﬂf‘&\( & 3AQ)\"\[‘(\(\)

Email address {(optionall:
Organization/Agency (if any): FOyRAC
Address {optional):

City, State, Zip: ___Avoweins,, (.3 55D

Placer County Department of Facility Services invites you to provide comments on the Draft EIR for
the North Fork American River Trail Project. Thank youl

Comments

NEY x\ﬁ@}\r\é”}\ e A \}JL\»MD e 0 dhe D2 Ana\
T S Nedde ol Dima ity Lo At — C_}\’\%SV\QJ\U&
o QW&QX LT

A hes D \«f\/)vﬁ~ Lol oV vdle G U‘vmxkpm\%u
‘}/‘"\ \/\,.L_.)»"} 4 (’\J\W‘J\ “+YAs \Qa,&”kv‘l‘« %M @/M\Q—c&_,ﬁ
Can ) LN AL ot

Ay Neogg, \waw&m,ﬁhxg Mo X ol N 4D
]"6\/\,\%5&;"&&%3\ &ﬂ\& &y e Be e Conne ik o
Ao pi& Aheh Wes \DMA&C}K Widd & SLIE LD

Please note that comments submitted are not confidential.

Herms-1

Herms-2

Herms-3

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-118 Placer County
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Letter

HERMS Cheryl and Richard Herms
Response August 23, 2007
Herms-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Herms-2 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Herms-3 The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed project
would be similar to those used for the Connector Trail.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Crawford

Andy Fisher

From: Helen Crawford [sugarpine1996@sbegiobal.net]
Sent:  Sunday, August 26, 2007 3:34 PM

To:  Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American Trail

Dear Mr. Fisher, -

1 am an equestrian, hiker, and bicyclist. I support the addition of the North Fork trail for multi-use as | Crawford-1
long as erosion issues are managed. I do not like motorized vehicles when I am out in the woods

because | am trying to get away from the noise of cars, machinery, etc. and thus do not find them

compatible with recreation in the woods especially away from main roads. I'say this as an aside as | Crawford-2
understand that is not an issue regarding the North Fork trail. All types of non-motorized

users are suitable. I have never had any problem with mountain bicyclists while ] have been on

horseback and I welcome sharing the trail with other quiet outdoor enthusiass, especially when such | Crawford-3
groups often help with trail maintenance!

Thanks for your work.

Sinccrelir,

Helen Crawford

$/27/2007
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Prbject FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR - 3-120
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Letter

CRAWFORD Helen Crawford
Response August 26, 2007

Crawford-1 As described on page 11-15 of the DEIR, the County will obtain authorization for
construction and operation activities with the Central Valley RWQCB and implement
sediment control measures as required. Implementation of these measures would reduce
erosion impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Crawford-2 As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, the trail is designed to be barrier free, but a
deterrent to motorized vehicles is required. This would be addressed by the installation of
walk-throughs or stiles at trail entrances and intersections with roads and the use of
stepovers or other methods approved by the State Parks.

Crawford-3 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Palma

B 6560 Casa Vista Drive
| Loomis, CA 93616
B copalma@fastkatcom

Awugust 26, 2007

Facility Services Department
¢/o Andy Fisher

11476 C Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

1 am writing to urge the construction of the planned North Fork multi-use trail. I am & mountain bike rider

and my family hikes, using the existing trails within the Auburn SRA. All of the trails provide 2 wonderful

way for our families to get out an play in the outdoors, We need more miles of trails, as on weekends the 1 Palma-1
existing trails can become quite busy. I hope that the new trail is built like the Connector trail, which is the

best example of how a beautiful trail can be buiit.

Sincerely,

G

Signature

Z Wd 82 90V Lon2
oy
3

EN

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

EDAW
Placer County
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Letter

PALMA George Palma
Response August 28, 2007
Palma-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Trythall

Andy Fisher
From: Steve Trythall [youngsteve10@yahoo.com}
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2007 4:31 PM
To: Andy Fisher ‘
Subject: Fwd: How would you like to see a new 14 mile trail on the the North Fork?
Attachments: How would you like to see a new 14 mile trall on the the North Fork?
—

s

How would you fike
to see a ne..
Andy,

T wanted to follow up with the proposed trail system in the Rubuixrn area. I was not able
to attend the meeting last Thursday night, but wanted to express my encouragement for the
new trail.

T am an avid mountain biker and love to ride in the Auburan area. The Confluence Trail,
Foresthill Divide Loop, and the new additions in the Placer Legacy area are all great
trails. I don't know what was mentioned during the meeting last Thursday, but would
support the efforts and encouragement from the Folsm Auburn Trail Riders Action Coalitien
(FATRAC) .

Can I be inciuded on the list of those names who are in support of this trall system? Do
1 need to be present during the meeting in September? Please let me know.

Thank you very much for your time, and I 100k forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,

Steve Trythall
(816} 216-643%

Note: forwarded message attached.

Tooking for a deal? rind great prices on flights and notels with Yahoo! FareChase.
http://farechase.yahoo. com/

Trythall-1

Trythall-2

Trythall-3

EDAW

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

3-124
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Letter

TRYTHALL Steve Trythall
Response August 27, 2007

Trythall-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Trythall-2 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

Trythall-3 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Reese

RECEIYED | RE@EWED

" ERVYICE
FILITY S AUB 23 20mp

- AUG 28 AM 850
August 19, 2007 el CDRA

Andy Fisher

Facilities Services Department
11476 C Avenue

Auburn CA, 95603

VIA HAND DELIVERY

RE: North Fork American River Trail Comments
Dear Mr. Fisher:

It would be appreciated if you would consider the following comments in regard to the
above referenced project:

1) It is hoped that the width of the trail at 6' plus or minus can be maintained the entire
Iength of the trail. This will be significantly important to allow for safe passage in both | Reese-1
directions for all users. It also helps keep the poison oak back at the edge of the trail.

2) It makes no sense to build the trail by hand unless ones motives are to drive the cost of
the project up and delay its eventual construction. There is specific equipment that could | Reese-2
be used to carefully build this trali As the saying goes, "use the right tool for the job",

3) Clear the brush back for site distance, no had cases of poison oak and better fire Reese-3
prevention.
4) Follow the natural ferrain as best as possible to reduce grading impacts. ' Reese-4

Thank you for your consideration.

PO Box 3047
Auburn, CA 95604

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-126 ' Placer County
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Letter

REESE

Response

Michael E. Reese
August 23, 2007

Reese-1

Reese-2

Reese-3

Reese-4

As described on page 3-10 of the DEIR, maintenance activities including brushing,
vegetation control, and removal of slough would be performed by County staff or
volunteers. Localized, hand-sprayed herbicide or mechanical or manual vegetation
removal may be required along the trail tread for the first years to prevent vegetation
from overgrowing the tread. Herbicide application would only be performed by staff that
are certified in the application of herbicides. The County would also continue
maintenance of vegetation for the life of the project.

The comment expressed support for the proposed methods of construction and does not
pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

See response Reese-1.

As described on page 3-3 of the DEIR, to the extent possible, the proposed trail
alignment would follow the contours of the canyon to minimize grades, discourage
erosion from water velocity on steep profiles, and protect natural resources. Also, see
response Friends 1-3.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Sorensen

North Fofk American River Trail Project EIR
COMMENTS

Name: ;"(LE o Serease )
Email address (optional): /¢ ;—. S8 % q.se24) (@ AT T e
Organization/Agency (if any): S Lo My Cod mie /

Address {optional): Zf/ 5 v - [g, .«;. >
Lotnce /;»; C.A GE& & YL

-~

E/L/I,d; N

City, State, Zip:

Placer County Department of Facility Services invites you to provide comments on the Draft EIR for
the North Fork American River Trail Project. Thank you! ‘

/9-77’/910-{:"./

Comments )7 lea 10 See

d P~ d3S ey

|

Dt

81

Please note that comments submitted are not confidential.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Overall, the proposal is well done and very welcome. The proposed use is obviously within the
planning for the region, and sure is better than flooding the canyon. The trail need not be as
wide as proposed, but it is essential there be turnouts for passing. The switchbacks should have
a good radius; if too short, it is difficult for horses and nearly impossible for bicycles. The run
of the switchback should include a rock, log or brush barrier to discourage those who find it
necessary to cut off the switchback. Also, please avoid sharp turns onto bridges. If there are
springs or small streams that will be crossed, limited access for stock water, such as a small

widening and deepening would be welcome.

Staging areas for horses need ample room for the larger trailers and trucks now in use. Our large
trailer and truck combo is 50 feet, Tt turns sharply, but some room is required. Large gravel
surfaces make manure removal difficult without alse removing the gravel. Dirt actually is better,
and a pea gravel would keep down dust. Durapsters for manure disposal work well in many
facilities, thus avoiding the charge that scattered mapure attracts and fosters increased fly
populations. A small day use fee would offset the cost.

Please do not consider ailowmg motorized vehicles. Those vehicles are not compatible with any
other uses.

O1:1 Hd 9~ d3$ (002

Sorensen-1

Sorensen-2

Sorensen-3

Sorensen-4

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

Placer County
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Letter
SORENSEN Kurt Sorensen

Response September 6, 2007
Sorensen-1 See Master Response 3.
Sorensen-2 The proposed trail would be designed to avoid sharp turns. Deepening or widening of

streams is not proposed as part of the project.

Sorensen-3 As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, State Park Trail Standards require either a gravel
or dirt surface for equestrian facilities. Staging termini that are planned to accommodate
horse trailers would be designed and engineered to accommodate horse trailer size and
turning radius including consideration of side loading trailers.

Sorensen-4 As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, the trail is designed to be barrier free, but a
deterrent to motorized vehicles is required. This would be addressed by the installation of
walk-throughs or stiles at trail entrances and intersections with roads and the use of
stepovers or other methods approved by State Parks.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-130 Placer County



Wauters 1

Send your comments to:

\L&#z>
S William M. Wauters
Mr. Andy Fisher

70G Clipper Gan Re.
Placer County Depariment of Fagility Services
11478 G Avenue

Auburn, CA 858072
Aubura CA 85603 Fary B87- €869 i 78 -029 2

Please wiite Placer f.fomt’y and urge them to adopt a trail alternative that;
+ s consistent with the Norih Fork's Wild & Soenic efigibil :

Dear MR, FIShER |
A5 & MeMber 0E THE PRIGIVAL TRAILs HDUISH
Group , T have Beewl UPseT BY THE PRIVTED
COMMENTS oF TWD OF THe OTHER MEMBERS,

SIVE Ypu WERE NoT oo THIS PRoI&E<T AT THE
BEGWING ;, T TRUsST Ypu WiLL ASK THE MODER
ATOR. For HIS FEeD BAU. TT IS MY FIRM
PPINIDN THAT MOsT ALL TAG., ADUICE whs
NEARLY UnaTMgus AND WILL BE REeFLECTED /N

THE PR T, fere ARE MY Reriecrious
B @N I LO<AL NEWSLETTER  cALL TR CHMMENTS,

Wauters 1-1

- iégg!oys & more responsibie desigh, such a5 é'fﬁidi'siépé,: contour-fltowing tréif no more than 4 fest ©
—THE RIDGE TRAIL WaS DEMUANDED By STare OlRke
70 KeeP FROM CUIMING DIWN 7D THE River , THe Wauters 1-2
7@?&: ,?_?’ &S5 FOLLOW COUTDURS 435 Besr 4 ;r CAN.
- . 5;?33;&:&:;:13::5 ;;E?Qn equestrians and mouniain bli;ars Ey—d—e—giéﬁatiﬁg.glté;;at};é Ja;.s fhc;r t:aii_ )
— THIS H.30 WAS NOT T.A.G. PoLicy | 57“:9-’1*&’ PARKs Mo |
Re"ﬁe::a”r&vbw STHTED THEY <A NOT, Wite poT A ;
Do NOT wWANT TO ENEIRce LT gziw UVSE | s4 &Q\D
o Ifjﬂb_;qu u'{!‘?“j—ﬁ%— NUMBER BNe REQUEST OF R;gg‘zg
* Maves the Panderosa Way staging Area Highet Up the 1omd 1 m o™ = = et e
~ L ToThLeY Sepee w:ﬁf "ra::h;ma;ft:r?a;ezlﬁaég THIS IS &
COUNTY RDAD Tmer 11 .

IS A VERY BAD IDER IV MANY ways | Wauters 1-4

— " Mdbane. Widivi

Wauters 1-3

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Placer County
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FROM @ WILLIAM WAUTERS

FAX NO. @ S3S+B78+93RE

Sep. 13 2887 B4:54PM° P2

W'Nortt; FérkTrail Draft Environmental Impact Report Released

We are blessed o live in an area with so many trails available fo experience nature. We need fo take befter care of
the trails we have. @g — PoT THIS WARS T T.8.6.

COUSIPERETION AND
- DESIEA BT Amuch wiser use of public funds and Placer County resources would be to improve the currerit Wauters 1-5
trail to 3 mulli use trail from the Confluence to the American River Canyon Querlook Pork traithead on Pacific Avenue.
OTHER TARLS AND EVEN EXTENSISNS 0F THE M E.TARAIL WwaS PROHIB

'Approgl"mately S;ears after the Traiis",&cg\-risbrgf ‘G‘roup made its initial recommendations for the proposed North
Fork Frail, Piacer County has completed a draft EIR. Unforfunately, many of the recomme

. ndations made by, Wauters 1-6
TAG have been ignored.. :I- ﬁ FROU QL ¢ D2 AGREE, :

“prefiminary conce

____PARC board members are surranlly eval

oard : uating the EIR. The following e some &t the
rns PARC has identified with the current North Fork Trail proposal.
»  The trail width has jumped from 4 feet to § feet, with ail {

ot il he soll and rock cut for the trall to be pushed
ONLY TWO MEMBERS OF THE THG. WAVTED  VARRDW

PANCERDYs TRaIL . THE BIS OMISs/oN HERE BY THE
WRITER IS5 HI3 KMIWLEDGSE THAT THE &' TR&IL WILL NOT

BE coT ANy WidsR THAN THE &' ONE SINCE PR
Gep TESTEAS HAve MOTED SuchH STABLE SOLS THAT

Wauters 1-7
. * The wilderness view shed wili be compromised by what has essentialiy |

by what hag essentiélly beoon-'n'e;"a {oad-m T

[DELAMETORY KHETORIC . ND RDAD 1S 6 TO START AND #<
You HEARD FROM REcREATIONGL UseR TESTIMOMY
THE TRAIL PATA NARRDWS [ TIME AND Needs 7o pe

Wide enoust PR Twd HORSES T Phss.

Wauters 1-8

" T TRE trail Zig-zags all over the canyon to avoid private property and ‘geologically unstable areas for a &
foot wide trail.
. _These ARE BETH S6DD ON D Ne<cE=sARY [Mprete vraTion
-« The Pénderosa Way access road fo the upstream siaging area has_sec"tionsthat are 'ci'é;gerou's—and .
unsuitable for trucks hauling horse trailers,
THis POINT I DO ASREE WITH. T FEEL Np RA LR
SHEULD COME PDPWN EiThe R SiDE ok PoldeRrDs4 way Wauters 1-10
STAGING SHBULD BE oN TDP, :

Wauters 1-9

+ Ata 10% grade in places the trall will be too steep 10 ride Tor average GYCHSE: e
Sowhar T Bliens cAN WALK THIS IS 4 TRAIL — NET 4 ROAD ,,/ Wauters 1-11
* "User conflicts befween hofsBback Tidéers and mountain bikers se&m Unavoidable. e

Maudare FoA TRAW fi4s ALWAY BEEN MULT-ysg

Wauters 1-12

EDAW
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Letter

WAUTERS 1 William M. Wauters
Response September 13, 2007
Wauters 1-1 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Wauters 1-2 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Wauters 1-3 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Wauters 1-4 See Master Response 2.
Wauters 1-5 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Wauters 1-6 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Wauters 1-7 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
Wauters 1-8 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Wauters 1-9 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

Wauters 1-10

Wauters 1-11

Wauters 1-12

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
See Master Response 2.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW

Placer County
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Wauters 2

ANy Fisker  — Fhr 887 - 6867

North Fork American River Trail Project EIR

COMMENTS
Name: nnmlﬁ s f
Email address (optional): ‘ Wmugdé ;:p‘pv@’ g;: ;::1"0
Organization/Agency (if any): Auburn,; CA 95503
Address (optional): William M. Wauters

City, State, Zip: ' 700 Ciipper Gap Rd.
, . Aubuin, CA 95603

Placer County Department of Facility Services invites you to provide comments on the Draft EIR for
the North Fork American River Trail Project. Thank you!

Comments  THNW NG MORE ABOUT THE PRIBLEMS
OF HORSE TRAILERS O PouDerR OsA RDAD
LEADS ME _TH _CONCLUDE THAT THE oMLY
SAFE PrLAce s FIR TRAILER PARKING Wauters 2-1
CMNou® (MVBOLVE [MPROUEMENTS TOD THE
Popenr, [LAKE <LEM, Reoald AREH  OR THE
DRNERS  FLAT |, Fusl BREAK TRAIE.  ARER

— EfaH OF THe:,sE“ ABULD PROPARLY NGED
TRAIL [MPRIVE MENTS For SAEETY. ,

—— Ther PONDERDSA <uT |S STILL NeESDED FOR
AIKER _AND BIKER SHUITLES , Bwn BT
LoT  Hogse TRAILERsS . RAFLING PARIC M Wauters 2-2
<eoulDd BALSD Use THe 9;317—5‘ BUT THE CUT”
COULD E SMALLER ,

Please note that comments submitted are not confidential.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-134 Placer County


Sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Rectangle

MartinA1
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                           North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR                                      3-134                                                                                     Placer County



Letter
WAUTERS 2 William M. Wauters

Response September 20, 2007
Wauters 2-1 See Master Response 2.
Wauters 2-2 See Master Response 2.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Shuttleworth

RECEIVED
20 September 2007 : SCHLATY SERYICE
Mr. Andy Fisher 2001SEP 21 PH 2: 214

Placer County Department of Facility Services
11476 “C” Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. Fisher,

Please include my observations on the draft environmental impact report for the proposed
North Fork Trail when crafting the final EIR:

' 1) The North Fork Trail needs to be created in a way that maintains this portion of the

river’s “Wild and Scenic” eligibility. Consider some of the current problems:

A) A six-foot wide “trail” will damage the viewshed just as a road. would The
existing trail should be 4 feet wide only. Anything larger begins to resemble a
road, and a road is intrusive on the viewshed.

B) The proposed trail zig-zags all over the canyon. A trail needs to blend
in with the viewshed by following existing canyon contours. A traal that
is “scribbled” over the canyon walls would be an eyesore.

C) The soil and rocks cut to form the new trail bed should not be simply
pushed over the side. Pashmg this dirt over the side would further create a trail
that detracts from the canyon’s scenic qualities. The displaced soil and dirt
should be used in the irail construction itself or carted away.

2) Portions of the trail are too steep to be practical. Then-Supervisor Rex Bloomfield
said that his vision for the trail was for it to be an altemative to Placer County’s
notoriously steep trails (like Buchre Bar and Mumford Bar). Proposed sections over 10%
are too steep. The steepest portions of Interstate 80 at Donner Summit are only 7% steep,
Something this steep is not supportive of Bloomfield’s vision of creating an accessible
recreation trail for all.

3) The Draft EIR does not address the inevitable conflict between bikers, hikers, and
equestrians. As it is, the North Fork Trail will become a biker’s superhighway — and
injuries incurred by some trail users will be inevitable.

Some people have suggested that the trail use should alternate days between bike and
equestrians. That policy can work well assuming all users choose to follow it. The
policy, unfortunately, is nearly impossible to enforce. I envision witnessing many
accidents involving bikers, riders, and walkers. I recommend not ailowing bike use on
this trail, Bikers have plenty of wide trails to use already in the Auburn area.

Shuttleworth-1

Shuttleworth-2

Shuttleworth-3

Shuttleworth-4

Shuttleworth-5

Shuttleworth-6

Shuttleworth-7

EDAW
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4) The staging area at Ponderosa Bridge seems inadequate for large vehicles. 1 Shuttleworth-8
recommend redesigning this area or moving the staging area further up the road.

5) The trail needs to be built by hand and ot with a mechanized trail builder, Building
this route by hand ensures that some care will be given to preserving the natural feel of Shuttleworth-9
the area. Using a mini “bulldozer” will inevitably tear apart the forest. .

6) The trail should not use “water bars”™ to manage watei' run-off. Water bars become
large ruts that disrupt the contour of the path. The trail should be built in all areas with Shuttleworth-10
the appropriate outslope.

Thank you for your consideration.

Best Regards, W& /5‘\%’
~. . “
R |

Jay Shuttleworth

PO Box 342
Colfax, CA 95713

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR ' EDAW
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Letter

SHUTTLEWORTH

Response

Jay Shuttleworth
September 21, 2007

Shuttleworth-1

Shuttleworth-2

Shuttleworth-3

Shuttleworth-4

Shuttleworth-5

Shuttleworth-6

Shuttleworth-7

Shuttleworth-8

Shuttleworth-9

Shuttleworth-10

As described on page 7-22 of the DEIR, the stretch of the North Fork American River
between Clementine Dam and the intake of the Auburn Dam diversion tunnel was
deemed eligible for designation as a recreational river under the Wild and Scenic River
Act. The trail would be consistent with the proposed recreational designation. The project
would minimize impacts on ORVs along this stretch of river.

As shown by the visual simulations on pages 7-19 and 7-20 of the DEIR, the proposed
trail would not have a significant visual effect on the viewshed of the project area.

As described on page 3-3 of the DEIR, to the extent possible, the proposed trail
alignment would follow the contours of the canyon to minimize grades, discourage
erosion from water velocity on steep profiles, and protect natural resources.

The cut material, distributed uniformly onto the subadjacent slop, would “adjust” to the
slope and settle over time.

Reference to a 10% trail profile slope refers to a guideline used by trail designers of this
project while laying out the trail corridor. According to the 10% guideline, designers
sought to locate a trail corridor in the field that does not exceed 10% in profile slope. In
most locations of the project, grades of less than 10% were achievable. In a few discreet
cases, a 10% grade was exceeded for a short distance in order to avoid rock outcroppings
and such. Tread grades exceeding 10% are not uncommon in trail construction of this
type and are not considered excessive provided proper grade reversals are incorporated to
limit erosion potential. Within the planned trail corridor that has been designed and
flagged in the field, refinements would be incorporated to the tread alignment prior to
construction to provide for grade reversals (see response Friends 1-3). The interval
between grade reversals would generally decrease as tread slopes increase.

As described on pages 14-8 and 14-9 of the DEIR, the potential exists for conflicts
between trail users; however, this does not constitute an effect on the physical
environment and is not covered by CEQA.

See Master Response 3.
See Master Response 2.

As described on pages 3-3 and 3-5 of the DEIR, both hand and mechanical construction
techniques would be used to build the proposed trail. To the extent possible, the proposed
trail alignment would follow the contours of the canyon to minimize grades, discourage
erosion from water velocity on steep profiles, and protect natural resources.

As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, drain dips and grade reversals would be used
throughout the alignment to reduce water volume traversing the trail tread when the
volume of surface water runoff exceeds the amount of runoff that a normal outslope
design can accommodate. When feasible, drain dips would be located where natural
swales or drainages bisect the trail. The impacts associated with construction of the

proposed trail using a Sweco are evaluated in Chapters 4.0 through 15.0.

EDAW
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Danforth

Andy Fisher

From: Adanne Danforth [adanforth@RoseVilleCardiology.com]
Sent:  Friday, September 21, 2007 8:57 AM

To: Andy Fisher

Subject: Trail

As an equestrian enthusiast and very concerned about trails kept up for all of us trail goers,
please take the time to know | am in support of the North Fork American River Trail.

The athletes that use these trails are very environmentally aware and want to keep our land in | Danforth-1

Placer County safe and pristine. | would always be willing to volunteer to help with trail upkeep
if necessary.

People who ride and bike love the beauty of Placer County and we all have hopes to keep itin
an as natural state as possibie. It is beautiful.

Arianne R. Danforth
RCMA, INC. / Bookkeeper

adanforth@rosevillecardiclogy.com

9/21/2007

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

‘ EDAW
Placer County 3-139
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Letter

DANFORTH Arianne R. Danforth
Response September 21, 2007

Danforth-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Danbrowski

Page 1 of |

Andy Fisher

From: KathyD [moomom@gartic.com}
Sent:  Friday, September 21, 2007 8:39 AM
To:  Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American River Trail

Hi Andy,

I just received a notice from ACE requesting comments on the North Fork American
River Trail that came from the Public Meeting for the Draft Environmental Impact
Study. For some reason LBHA was left off the list when the info on the meeting was
sent out. Could you please put LBHA back on the list for information on this project, Danbrowski-1
other local clubs) so they know what is coming up of interest to Horsemen in the area. T
am sure there would have been more Equestrians at this meeting had we known.

Thank you so much.
Kath

Kathy Dombrowski

Ibha@vfr.net

www.garlic.com/~Ibha

Please be assured that all outgoing mail
from this address has been virus scanned
and is safe,

9/21/2007

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Letter
DOMBROWSKI Kathy Dombrowski

Response September 21, 2007
Dombrowski-1 Commenter will be added to the project mailing list.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Furlow

Page 1 of 1

Andy Fisher

trom: M. Furlow [mfudow@aguiknet.com]
Sent:  Friday, September 21,2007 8:.00 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American River Trail

Dear Mr. Fisher,

[ am an equestrian who uses the trails in the vicinity of Eolsom Lake as well as up and down the American
River and am very much in favor of creating the new North Fork American River Trail with as much attention to
safety as possible. Though my own horse is usually caim, | advocate a trail wide enough to safely turn a horse
who may have spooked or is otherwise upset. Trail maintenance should include cuiting back the encroaching
vegetation to keep the trail wide (| befieve a &' width has been suggested and | agree with this).
Sincerely,
Donna Furlow
Resident of Granite Bay
Boarder at Folsomn Lake Eguesirian Center, Loomis

Furlow-1

9/24/2007

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
Placer County 3-143 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


Sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

MartinA1
Text Box
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR                                                                                                                                          EDAW
Placer County                                                                                   3-143                                       Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



Letter

FURLOW Donna Furlow
Response September 21, 2007

Furlow-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Glenn

Page 1 of 1

Andy Fisher

From: Janet Glenn [janetg@vir.net] ,
Sent:  Friday, September 21, 2007 3:00 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American River Trall

As avid equestrians, we strongly urge the powers that be to inchide, in the use planning, equestrian use
of this trail. We absolutely canmot lose our ability to enjoy the wonderful open spaces - as diminished as
they are - and although some feel horses are a vanishing part of our environment, they are a very
important part of both our history and our future. For those of us who respect everyone's ability to use Glenn-1
trails and recreation areas to suit their individual needs, we also expect the same degree of respect and
consideration for equestrian usage.

Loomis Basin Horseman's Association has been extremely incremental in not only ensuring existing
trails stay open for our use, but also in maintaining these existing trails and staging areas. We may not
have the numbers that mountain bikers or hikers have, but we are just as dedicated fo our riding and Glenn-2
overall enjoyment of our animals and the fabulous opportunity we have to enjoy the trails in and around
Placer County. ‘

Thank you for your attention - we hope everyone comes out a winner on this issue.

Janet and Larry Glenn
Loomis, CA

9/21/2007

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Letter

GLENN Janet and Larry Glenn
Response September 21, 2007
Glenn-1 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Glenn-2 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Murphy

Andy Fisher

From: Equuspassage@aol.com

Sent:  Friday, September 21, 2007 8:09 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork Trail

Mr. Fisher,

We appreciate the construction of the proposed North Fork Trall. My concerns are prirarily directed 1o 'muilli-
use'. As an equestrian who utilizes the _trail systems for pleasure riding and training, my biggest concermn is
safety. } have no issue with multi-use if the users are courteous and abide by the code of conduct i traif

usage. The biggest issues are the speed of mountain bikers, blind corners and the lack of understanding about
what starfles horses or mules and lack of consideration for same. )

Many of these issues can be easily addressed. First, the tralls must be maintained to insure adequate 'line of
sight'. Keep in mind that mountain bikers are primarily focused on the ground straight shead. They may not see
equestrians until they are right on top of them. Keeping speed down on the tralls at least gives better reaction
fime to avoid serious consequences. Second, blind corners or sudden change of direction should be eliminated
from any ruiti-use trails, Third, education of trall users and courtesy must become a requirement for usage.

| have ridden( on horseback) the frails in and around Aubum, Folsom and Cool for years. The Cool multi-use
trails and users are exceptional and should be looked atas a model for other trails. | have never had issue with
multi-users in Cool. The same cannot be said for Folsom and Aubum areas. 1 have been subjected to verbal
abuse by mountain bikers for using 'their trails', physical harm (while mounted) by speeding bikes, bikes
speeding down frails with blind turns and in one instance, motorcycles on the Pioneer Express Trail. | cannot
deseribe the look of terror in a horses eyes. | am an experienced horseman riding experienced competitive trail
horses. | shudder to think of what would have happened if a young, less experienced person encountered the
same situations.

" | am not against multi-use. | do believe we can share our trails. | do think that some trails are not conducive 10

multi-use {singte track trails with drop offs on either side, for exampie).As an equestrian, | am limited to where i
can ride. Riding on pavement and on roadways is not an option. Equestrians need 1o have equal share ofa
safe riding environment to enjoy our fabulous Parks.

When considering feasibility of trail usage, please keep In mind that animals startle easily, no matter how well
trained or how good the rider. Horses are fight or fight’ animals that we choose to ride. We all want fo and can

. enjoy the outdoors safely with proper.planning and execution of trails. As horseman, we can help you safely

plan the trail needs. If feel to contact me should you require anything further.
Kind Regards,
Debbie Murphy

See what's new at ACL.com and Male AQL Your Homepage.

9/24/2007

Murphy-1

Murphy-2

Murphy-3

Murphy-4

Murphy-5
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Letter
MURPHY Debbie Murphy

Response September 21, 2007
Murphy-1 See Master Response 3.
Murphy-2 See Master Response 3. As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, up to 15 feet may be

cleared where needed to promote safe lines of sight. The trail corridor would be cleared
of vegetation to a height of 10 feet to accommodate equestrian use. In addition, as
described on page 14-8 of the DEIR, the proposed trail would incorporate several
measures to reduce user conflicts, including a 6-foot trail width and informational
signage to remind trail users of trail courtesy. Signage with trail etiquette would be
posted at trail entrances.

Murphy-3 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

Murphy-4 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

Murphy-5 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Will

Andy Fisher

From: pwells6928@aol.com

Sent:  Friday, September 21, 2007 3:12 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: N. Fork American river Trals

Please don't forget us equestrians. We are all I think big supporters of public lands projects and Will-1
agencies. P. Will, M. D.

9/21/2067
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Letter

WILL P. Will
Response September 21, 2007
Will-1 Comment noted. No further response is required.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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S. Williams

Andy Fisher
' From: ‘ keswhr [keswhr@foothill.net]
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2007 6:46 PM
To: Andy Fisher .
Subject: . new North Fork Trail

Pear Mr. Fisher,

We hike and ride ocur horses and live in Foresthill. We are very concerned about the plan
for a narrow trail which appears not to have. good sight distance. Mach as we like the
Divide Loop trail, we rarely ride it as we have experienced some near wrecks and know of
others who have, too. While most mountain bicyclists are safety conscious, there are some S. Willi 1
riders who get up speed and really don't have control over their bicycles. RHikers and ' lliams
equestrians are at a big disadvantage when a bicycle suddenly approaches without warning.
Where there is no place to get ocut of the way, or where the curves in the trail don't
allow for any warning of a bicyclist's approach, the result can be serious intury.

Please rethink the design of the trail to assure it is actually save for more than one
user group! '
Sincerely,
Stephanie Williams
Keith Collins
(530} 367-4905

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR ' EDAW
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Letter

S. WILLIAMS  Stephanie Williams
Response September 21, 2007

S. Williams-1 See Master Response 3.
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Yee

Andy Fisher

From: James Yee [yegjames@pacbell.nef]
Sent: Friday, September 21, 2007 10:44 AM
Fo: Andy Fisher

Subject: North American River Trail

{am a trai} runner, endurance equestrian and also a road and mountain biker and thus am familiar with
the wants and desires of each activity. I just want to reinforce the concepts that it is difficult to share a
single track trail with mountain bikes and horses unless you have an extremely weil trained horse. Even
trail runners and hikers would generally prefer not having to run into a mountain biker on the trail. Wide
sections of frail with a good preview of the oncoming traffic are much easier to share with mountain —_—
bikes. As a biker, I would like short sections of trail devoted to mountain bikes only for technical riding. | Yee-1
It is difficult to make adjustments for a hiker or a horse when you are bombing down a difficult
technical section, or having 1o stop going up a steep grade. A technical section that is good for a
mountain biker is much different for an equestrian or a runner or hiker as well and would require
different terrain as well, so that going through an area, you might be able to have dual trails depending
on your use. ' A

James Yee

/2172007
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Letter

YEE James Yee
Response September 21, 2007
Yee-1 See Master Response 3.
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Miller

Andy Fisher

From: Pat Miler {pamiller2@sbeglobal net]
Sent:  Saturday, September 22, 2007 1:48 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork Trail

Dear Andy Fisher,

Thig lefter is in support of keeping the North Fork Traif fully open to equestrians. As development continues to .

gceur, good piaces for horseback riding are dwindling. The preservation of an existing traif that is popularly used Miller-1
" is essential in our area where horses and horseback riding are so popular. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Pat Miller

4395 Gold Trail Way

L.ocmis, CA 95650

916/652-8606

9/24/2007
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Letter

MILLER Pat Miller
Response September 22 2007
Miller-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
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O' Riley

Catherine M. O'Riley
14885 Goldcone Drive
(Girass Valley, CA 95949
canyonspirit@yahoo.com

Septernber 22, 2007

Andy Fisher

Placer County Departrment of Facility Services, Parks division
11476 C Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603 .

afisher@placer.ca.gov

Re: North Fork American River Trail Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2005112042)
Dear Mr. Fisher:

As the secretary of North Fork American River Alliance (NFARA) and a member of the Board of
Directors of Friends of the North Fork 1 concur with the comments subrnitted by both groups. 1
have included the NFARA comments with this letter to help elucidate my perspective.

As a member of the Board of Directors of the North Fork American River Alliance I and others
strive to accomplish our mission “To preserve the wild, scenic and cultural heritage within the
watershed of the North Fork American River”.

Y am an avid explorer of the North Fork American River and ifs tributaries. It is my soul and
inspiration and one of my missions in life is to insure that it remains wild and undeveloped. Ifeelso
adamantly in this belief that in 2003 I helped form the North Fork American River Alliance due to O' Riley-1
the threat of the proposed Capital-to-Capital Trail. Ibelieve that the proposed North Fork American
River Trail is essentially the initial phase of a more grandiose plan in the future to continue
developing multi-use trails (or worse) up the North Fork American River Canyon.

Iregularly (1-3 times per week) hike remote areas within the North Fork American River watershed.
Sometimes T hike existing trails such as: Stevens (north and south), Pickering Bar, Green Valley
(north and south), Euchre Bar (north and south), Lost Camp/China, Mumford Bar (north and south)
Cherry Point, Big Granite, Palisades (north and south), Italian Bar, Beacroft, Sailor Flat, Wildeat,
Wabena, American River and up Lyon Peak and into Needle Lake, the headwaters of the North
Fork American River. From these trails I have explored extensively to locate old mining routes and
abandoned Forest Service trails. Besides these explorations, I have adventured into maay of the
trailess side canyons of the North Fork American River. Thave accomplished both an overland and O' Riley-2
river corridor route through Giant Gap as well as other canyoneering endeavors through very remote
stretches of the river. I could go on but I think you get the picture. The point is that I know the
North Fork American River canyons guite well, Another point is that many trails already exist for
those who wish to explore them,

I have walked portions (many miles) of the proposed trail from both directions. My conclusion is
that this is an inappropriate location for a roulti-use “trail” due to the steep slopes and remote and
undeveloped nature of the area.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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While exploring the North Fork American River and its tributaries 1 have discovered many
abandoned historic trails. These are wonderful old trails that are in jeopardy of being lost forever if
they are not restored. ' Why build new trails when these old historic trails are being abandoned?
More importantly, I have GREAT awe and appreciation for the wild beauty of the North Fork
American River canyons. At this point, they are rernote and undeveloped except for the trails I have
mentioned previously. The North Fork American River canyons MUST retain their wilderness
values, It is unconscionable to start marching up the North Fork American River with a multi-use
“trail” through the first stretch of undeveloped canyon. This opens the way to continued
development upstream into even more remote areas,

I feel that the Draft Environmental Impact Report is inadequate on many levels. These can be
referenced in the North Fork American River (NFARA) comments.

However, there are three items in the document that are particularly alarming.

1) The lack of alternatives other than the Original Aiignm'ent' Alternative, the Proposed Alternative
(essentially the same thing) and the No Project Alternative is an affront. Reference the NFARA letter
for alternatives that should have been inctuded in the DEIR,

2) The Auburn State Recreation Area Interim Resource Management Plan is corrently under
revision. It would be appropriate to wait untl the plan is finalized before implementing the North
Fork American River Trail Project. As it stands now, the project is not consistent with the ASRA
interim management plan which calls for the area above Upper Clementine 1o have only 2 hiking
trail, if that,

3) Since the original proposal was reviewed by the Bureau of Reclamation and determined tobe a
project of “No Significant Impact” the new proposal should require a review under NEPA and a
joint EIR/EIS should be prepared.

Rk is interesting to note that in the document section 1.5.2 History of Environmental Review no
mention is made of why Placer County decided to prepare an EIR for the project pursuant to CEQA
and fo vacate its earlier approval of the mitigated negative environmental declaration beyond the
statement "in order to further evaluate a number of issues raised by the public”, Why was there no
mention that it required litigation by Friends of the North Fork to to force the EIR?!

In conclusion, the No Project Alternative is the only viable option.
Sincerely,
Catherine M. O'Riley

Concerned Citizen
Protector of the North Fork American River Watershed

Printed on 100% recycled paper.

O' Riley-3

O' Riley-4

O' Riley-5

O' Riley-6

O'Riley-7

O' Riley-8

O' Riley-9
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North Fork American River Aﬂiance‘
(VEARA)

PO, Box 292
Gold Run, CA 95717

Mission Statement
7b preserve the witd, scenic and culiwral freridage within e watersiied of e Vot Fork American frver

Officers 2007
FPresidenr. Tim Ricker  Vice Presidens, Ron Gould  Treasure: Judy Suter
Secrerary: Catherine O'Riley  Ar Zarge: Bob Suter, Heidi Johnson
Honorary Member: Rena Ferreira

September 22, 2007

Andy Fisher _ .
Placer County Department of Facility Services, Parks Division
11476 C Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

afisher@placer.ca.gov

- Re: North Fork American River Trail Draft Environmental Impact Repért (SCH No.
2005112042)

Dear Mr. Fisher:

North Fork River Alliance is subﬁzitting the following comments on the Public Draft
Environmental Impact Report (IDEIR) for the North Fork American River Trail Project
(NFARTP). '

We were disappointed with the the lack of alternatives for the NFARTP. We find them
inadequate and incomplete.

To reduce the project impact on the undeveloped North Fork American River canyon
above Upper Clementine other alternatives should be included in the DEIR process.
There should be an alternative that does not have the project enter the NF canyon above

i
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Upper Clementine. Anocther alternative could be a multi-use trail to upper Clermentine
followed by a narrower less intrusive hiking traif to the Pondercsa Bridge.

In December 2005 NFARA submitted a Ietter to Andy Fisher, Placer County Department
of Facility Services, Parks Division. Among our recommendations for alternatives to the
proposed project was the suggestion that the proposed trail could connect to the Upper
Clementine Road and from there connect with the Forest Divide Loop Trail (#12 on the
Aubum State Recreation Area Map). It could then continue on to connect with any
number of existing trails. Another possibility would be to connect the NFARTP 1o the
Long Point Fuel Break Trail (#19 on the ASRA Map) which would then give access to the
extensive preexisting trail system. We pointed out that an added advantage to these
suggestions would be a substantial cost savings and would eliminate the need for a
staging area at the Ponderosa Bridge. Both the Upper Clementine Road and the Long
Point Fuel Break trails have existing staging areas where they junction with Forest Hill
Road." These alternatives were not included in the DEIR.

Tt could be argued that increasing demands for recreation within Placer County would
require a multi-use trail to accommodate these demands but this trail need not be
constructed in the North Fork Canyon in a remote and pristine setting.

Under the circumstances, we have no choice but to choose the “No Project Alternative”.
Our many concerns are listed below.

Multi-use trails have multiple user problems. Most hikers do not want to hike along a six
foot wide or greater “road” and endure fast moving bicycles. Equestrians are concerned

~ about their horses being spooked by bicycles and hikers with the possibility of a horse and
its rider being forced off the trail and down a steep embankment. Mountain bikers want
to cruise unencumbered by slow moving hikers and spooky horses. In the end, multi-use

- could easily come down to primarily bicycles. The DEIR states that there is potential for
conflict, but the impact is considered to be Less Than Significant (L'TS). Any time you put
mountain bikes on the same trail with other user groups you have a potentially significant
chance of conflict,

The Empact Analysis for transportation circulation is considered to be LTS, This is based
upon LOS C or better classification and the premise that the proposed trail would not
create its own demand and would not significantly increase traffic in the project area. Yet,
CEQA guidelines stipulate that the proposed project would result in a potentially
significant impact on traffic or circulation if it would result in “increased vehicle trips or
traffic congestion, hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or insufficient parking capacity onsite or offsite.

Ponderosa Way is a very steep, windy and narrow dirt road. It is illogical to place a
staging area for equestrians at the Ponderosa terminus, Neither the Weimar nor
Foresthill side of Ponderosa Way is suitable for trailer traffic. If a large truck with a horse
trailer was to meet another such vehicle coming in the opposite direction there would not

2
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be enough room to pass. There are many places where the line of sight does not allow
one to see very far ahead which further hinders passing, Assuming heavy use of the
Ponderosa staging area, how will the horse trailers be able to park and turn around on the
narrow road and within a relatively small staging area? This safety issue could impact
emergency access if the road became blocked or if there was a fire. Beyond safety,
damage to the road will occur due to increased use by large vehicles pulling trailers. It is
stated in the document that there is parking capacity for 18 trucks with trailers at the
Ponderosa staging area. The Ponderosa Bridge area already suffers from a lack of
parking, Other users who would park in the staging area include river rafiers/kayakers,
hikers going to Codfish Falls, fishermen, ORV enthusiasts, swimmers and others that just
want access to the river. '

The dirt portion of Ponderosa Way is predominantly 12-14 feet wide. The width of the
proposed trail would be up to 15 feet where needed to promote safe lines of sipht.
Apparently, bicycles and horses need 15 feet in places along the proposed trail to be safe
while large trucks with trailers need onty 12-14 feet 1o maneuver blind curves along a very
steep road with a horrendous drop-off on one side.

According to the DEIR document, State Parks would increase maintenance of Ponderosa
Way to ensure the safety of vehicles using the roadway. What exactly is meant by this?
The roadway would need to be widened and possibly paved to accommodate large trucks
pulling horse trailers.

The document does not address the poor condition of the 11 foot 6 inch wide Ponderosa
- Bridge. Although the bridge has a metal frame, the bed of the bridge is made from
wooden cross beams. Overall, the wood visible on the tread is in very bad condition. The
wood is rotting and, where it has rotted through, 2X4 foot plywood patches have been
screwed over the rotted wood. Some raised tread boards are missing creating an uneven
driving surface. Nails and bolis are sticking up from the boards. In order to park in the
proposed Ponderosa staging area this safety hazard must be crossed and then recrossed
to exit the area. Rapid deterioration of a bridge in such poor condition is inevitable
considering the increased use by trucks and trailers. This is a disaster waiting to happen.

‘The location of the Ponderosa staging area will necessitate a huge amount of earth
moving. What are the mitigation measures for the construction impacts of this staging
_ area, which will uitimately carve an ugly scar into the hillside?

Why is there no habitat conservation or nateral community conservation plan currently in
effect for the project area?? This is outrageous and allows the proposed project to
disregard conservation and create the potential for destruction of habitat.

The streams along the proposed trail are beautiful delicate riparian areas. The excavation
of a trail and building of bridges in these streams will disrupt their natural beauty and
potentially harm a species of special concern, the Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog.

Raptors of special concern such as the bald eagle, osprey, sharp-shinned hawk and
3
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Cooper’s hawk and migratory birds will all be disrupted, despite the mitigation, during the
three years it takes to construct the proposed trail.

According to the Impact Analysis, the construction-generated noise levels could reach
between 80 and 93 dBA at 50 feet. Apparently this does not pose a problem for humans
due to the remote location of the proposed project. However, no mention is made
concerning the impact to the fauna who live in these remote locations. It is projected that
the project will take three years to complete. This is a significant amount of time to
subject the wildlife to noise levels considered to degrade the hearing of most people
under the conditions of “continuous exposure”, (A time frame was not given to define
continuous exposure). : ‘

It remains unclear whe'therror not the new trail alignment containg the CNPS List 1B
species Clarkia biloba.

There seems to be some concern gbout human-wildlife interactions. Imagine a remote
canyon where people rarely visit. Suddenly there is a three year construction project
involving multiple people and noisy trail construction egunipment. This is followed by an
influx of multi-use recreational enthusiasts who are not necessarily thinking about their
invasion of the animals’ habitat. Are you worried about the people being attacked by
animals or the animals losing their once peaceful existence to humans?

Mitigation measures set forth to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive weeds
does not seem feasible. Eradication of invasive weeds plus preventing vegetation from

overgrowing the tread would be accomplished with, among other things, herbicides. This

would lead to contamination of water courses and poisoning of animals with toxic
chemicals. Release of hazardous materials during construction or maintenance is
probably inevitable. Who will oversee and be responsible for preventing the
contamination of soil and water sources?

The argument that there would be no increase in demand for police or fire services seems

unrealistic. The Pondercsa Bridge is already the destination for some disreputable people.

The area adjacent to the bridge is littered with beer cans, cigarette butts and other various
types of trash. Increased use would only make matters worse. There will also certainly be
an increase in the threat of fire, accidents, vandalism, illegal camping, use of the trail for
motorized vehicles and altercations between user groups. .

The DEIR statement that the number of users in the Aubuorn State Recreation Area
would remain the same but be dispersed differently is questionable. According to Fable 2-
I “Increase in Unauthorized Activities in the Project” there may be an increase in the
number of visitors to the Auburn SRA. State Park rangers can’t possibly be available to
patrol the proposed trail at all times, especially given that the trail is 14.2 miles long and
partiaily in a remote section of the canyon.

No matter how good the intentions of the proposed trail alignment, users of the proposed
trail will find informal connections to the river. What is the point of a trail along a river if

4
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one cannot go to the river?

How will the motorized dirt bikes be prevented from using the proposed trail? State Park
rangers spread over a huge jurisdiction will certainly not be able to prevent this from
happening. If a bicycle or horse can fit through the tumn stiles, so can a dirt bike. There is
already illegal OHV use occurring on ASRA managed lands off Ponderosa Way above
Sore Finger Point. This trail connects to Ponderosa Way, a road that passes through rural
residential areas on both sides of the canyon. Many OHV users can often be seen in the
canyon from Ponderosa Way. The trail itself will fikely become a source of illegal use. It
will serve as a corridor for OHVs going up and down the canyon connecting with Upper
Clementine where there already is illegal OHV use occurring due to easy entry from
Boole Road in Applegate. This is a not a LTS impact as stated, ‘

A proposed trail that initially started out to be four feet wide has now been increased to
six feet but may vary up to fifteen feet where needed. The wheel base of a Toyota 4X4

truck is less than six feet wide. A fifteen foot trail bed could accommeodate two Toyota

4X4s passing in opposite directions! And this would be dug out of a steep slope with no
visual impacts? This is a road, not a trail.

The Auburn State Recreation Area Interim Resource Management Plan is currently under
revision. It would be appropriate to wait until the plan is finalized before implementing
the NFARTP. As it stands now, the project is not consistent with the ASRA interim
management plan which calls for the area above Upper Clementine to have only a hiking
trail, if that. The dichotomy is if this project will conflict with the Management Plan or
will it unjustly influence the future Management Plan?

CEQA for this proposed trail project should be part of the ASRA RMP,

Since the original NFARTP proposal was reviewed by the Bureau of Reclamation and
determined to be a project of “No Significant Impact” the new proposal should reqmre a
review under NEPA and a joint EIR/EIS should be prepared.

Expansion of the trail network in this area is a priority for the county partially due to
growth demands for recreational facilities. Multi-use trails are only one type of
recreational facility. We should provide for other recreational opportunities in the NF
canyon. Any trail in the NF canyon should be considered in light of an overall
management plan that addresses all the recreation opportunities, including recreational
wilderness. Additional demand for recreation facilities could come from other trail users
wanting equal access for the type of trail experience that they desire. Adding a multi-use
trail could create a demand for non-muli use trails based on equal recreational access.
The impacts to other recreational uses (unspoiled wilderness recreation) in the project
area are not considered. This should be addressed in the ASRAGP. Because the project
area is currently surrounded by open space and undeveloped land, the proposed trail
alignment WOULD conflict with adjacent land uses. Constructing a 6-15 foot “road” in
a pristine andeveloped area is in conflict with the rest of the area.

5
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We feel that the county, through a nonpublic process, has pressured State Parks to change
its land use management policy in this part of the canyon. These types of decisions would
be best left to the more public process being used in developing the ASRAGP and
associated trail management plan. One would hope the ASRAGP would address
recreational opportunities and make sure that pure wilderness recreation is recognized,
Wilderness recreation would be appropriate above Upper Clementine considering a multi-
use trail would be intrusive and have a huge impact on a remote and pristine area.

Mitigation would be to eliminate the proposed trail above Upper Clementine in order to
wait for the new ASRAGP and trail management plan; especially considering that the
nterim plan recognizes the valne of the undeveloped area above Upper Clementine.

The Weimar-Applegate-Clipper Gap General Plan states:

Goal A.2: Preserve outstanding areas of natural vegetation or fish and wildlife habitat.
Policy A.2.1. Preserve the natural condition of all stream influences, including flood plains
and riparian vegetation areas,

The Foresthill Divide Community Plan has these policies:

Policy 4.A.1-1, Policy 4.A.1-10, Policy 4.A.1-15, Policy 4.A.2-3, and Policy 4.4A.6-1 which
would seem to be counter to the proposed project. Does the county supersede the local
General Plans?

The Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures go into great detail on the impacts and
how they will be mitigated. Who will oversee the project at every step to guarantee that
the mitigation measures are followed?

The proposed trail is not a necessary development, The argument that a 6-15" wide
“trail” is needed to accommodate the immediate needs of hikers, equestrians and
mountain bikers when they have many other options from which to choose is ridiculous.
This does not even include the future needs of the area. What remote and pristine areas
will be developed next? Instead, we should be rejuvenating old Forest Service and
historic mining trails rather than building new ones. New multi-use trails should be
constructed closer to areas within the county with the greatest population density.

Given the many sites documented during prior surveys, even if not found during this
‘survey, it would seem unavoidable that some cultural resources would be overlooked and
destroyed during the construction process. ‘

The soil types in the proposed project have been characterized as having moderate to very
high erosion hazards. There exist along proposed alignment areas slope instability
and/or small landslides. This is a forewarning of problems during construction as well as
maintenance issues in subsequent years. Substantial measures will need o be
implemented to control erosion and sediment due the steep slopes along the proposed
trail. In addition, winter weather events as well as user activities will create ongoing
degradation of the trail.

The question remains how the huge volume of dirt, rock and duff will be dealt with.
5 ,
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The DEIR addresses significant irreversible environmental changes such as the potential
for contamination by fuels and other building materials. Contaminating soils and
watercourses so a relatively small number of ocutdoor enthusiasts can recreate in a new
location is unjustifiable,

The statement that the project is a relatively small scale trail that could be restored to a
natural condition in the future if desired is preposterous. Even if it was left to the
elements and not maintained it would remain a blight on the landscape for a very long
tirne. This is based on the observations of historic trails constructed by the gold miners in
the mid to late 1800s. Even though they are now overgrown and were originally
constructed with less than a six foot tread they remain quite noticeable as trails. It seems
evident that changes in visual resources are very long lasting and do not disappear within
a year as stated by the DEIR. -

This is not to mention the four bridges that will be constructed over watercourses. Would
these be torn down if the area was “restored”?

Since the North Fork Trail Project originally started as the “Phase I” segment of the
proposed Capital to Capital Trail, allowing it to be constructed is essentially a step toward
an llconceived trail through the wild and beautiful North Fork American River.

At that time the Cap-to-Cap was being considered, a glossy brochure was produced
promoting the project. Alarmed concerned citizens who love the North Fork Canyons
gathered together to stop the project. The Cap-to-Cap, in its entirety, was tabled and the
“stand alone” North Fork American River Trail concept was born. Many people believe
the Cap-to-Cap will be resurrected at a later date and that the NFARTP is “Phase 1" in
disguise. According to the DEIR docoment State Parks will not consider planning or
defining any potential sections of trail in the North Fork American River Canyon above
Ponderosa Bridge until the update for the Auburn SRA GP/IRMP has been completed.
That statement bas some interesting implications.

ASRA, in its planned operation of the new river access at the dam site, has severely
restricted use due to fire concerns. The river access will only be open for use when the
entry road is staffed. How is there any significant difference between the project area and
the river access area at the dam site? Why does the proposed project not require similar
mitigation? Obviously, with the way the river access at the dam site is managed with
respect to fire, this issve is not a LTS impact for the proposed trail.

Some of the funding for the proposed trail comes from a Proposition 40 grant. Since
Placer County apparently needs more recreational use areas perhaps Proposition 40 grant
money would be better spent building parks and multi-use trails near the ever growing
Roseville housing developments.

In July 2003 the Trail Advisory Group developed recommendations for the proposed
alignment of the NFARTP. Among the recommendations that have not been addressed

7
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in the Proposed Plan are:

1) The trail should be primitive in character. It should be hand-constructed; the SWECO
trail cat shounld not be used.

2) Trail bed width should be no greater than four feet. The width of the proposed trail is
now six feet increasing up to fifteen feet where needed. At the time of the agreement
why was there no mention that a four foot tread did not conform to State Parks’
standards for multiple-use trails?

3) Mountain bikers and horseback riders should be encouraged to dismount emd walk in
fragile trail areas.

4) Where user safety or resource values are at risk due to simultaneous multiple use, an
odd/even trail use program should be considered. Most conflicts are not reported, thus
the lack of data. Almost any conflict should be considered a safety issue.

In conclusion, the Public Draft Environmental Impact Report for the North Fork
American River Trail Project presents a myriad of concerns and is unacceptable due to,
among other issues, the lack of viable alternatives to the proposed project. Because of
the blatant disregard for alternatives and unacceptable mitigation measures for the
proposed project we must recommend the *No Project Alternative”.

Sincerely,
Board of Directors, North Fork American River Alliance

Submitted by:

Cottaino M- Dty

Catherine M. O'Riley
Secretary, North Fork American River Alliance

Printed on 100% recycled paper.
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Letter

O'RILEY

Response

Catherine M. O'Riley
September 22, 2007

O’Riley-1

O’Riley-2

O’Riley-3

O’Riley-4
O’Riley-5

O’Riley-6

O’Riley-7

O’Riley-8

Pages 16-16 and 16-17 of the DEIR describe the history and current status of the Cap-to-
Cap trail concept.

Commenter states that she is able to travel and has traveled a number of the steep single
track trails and trailless areas within the North Fork American River Canyon. As stated
on page 1-6 of the DEIR, the first objective of this project is to “provide access to the
North Fork American River Canyon within the ASRA to a wide variety of users.” The
suitability of the project to the terrain in which it is proposed is addressed in detail in
Chapters 5.0, “Biological Resources,” 6.0, “Cultural Resources,” 7.0, “Visual
Resources,” 11.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity,” and 12.0, “Hydrology and Water

Quality.”

This project begins at the confluence of the North and Middle Forks of the American
River and ends 14.2 miles upstream at the Ponderosa Bridge near Weimar. The entire
project is within the ASRA. Development upstream of the Ponderosa staging terminus is
not a part of this project nor is it a reasonably foreseeable future project. As part of the
ASRA, recreational development is currently extant throughout the project area including
multiple-use nonmotorized natural surface trails.

See responses NFARA 1 through NFARA 35.
See Master Response 1.

The project is consistent with the current ASRA IRMP. While the section of proposed
trail shown in the IRMP between Upper Clementine Road and Ponderosa Bridge is
shown as a “Proposed Hiking Trail” on Plate 4 “Trails” of the IRMP, page 108 of the
IRMP states “Trails within the ASRA are not necessarily limited to those proposed on the
trails map (Plate 4). New Trails may be permitted with the approval of the administrative
agency. New and existing trails should conform to other IRMP and ASRA guidelines.”
Multiple-use, nonmotorized trails are consistent with the planning goals for trails for the
ASRA as outlined on pages 85 and 86 of the IRMP. “Providing wider trails,” is listed in
the planning goals of the IRMP on page 86 as a method of dealing with use conflicts.
Page 108 of the IRMP states “Multiple-use trails should be 60 [inches] or wider” (a
typographical error in the text states the width as “60 feet”). Per Jim Michaels of State
Parks, the text was intended to read “60 inches.” The County has worked closely with
Reclamation and State Parks in the development of this project, and both agencies
approve of the project as proposed. Reclamation is the lead agency for the update of the
IRMP, and has not issued any restrictions on development of projects that are consistent
with the current IRMP while the update is in progress.

The County has coordinated closely with Reclamation throughout the environmental
review process and Reclamation has reviewed and provided comments on the EIR. After
review of the DEIR and FEIR, Reclamation will adopt a revised FONSI for the proposed
project (Appendix A).

Commenter asked for recognition of litigation filed by Friends of the North Fork. Friends
of the North Fork filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory and

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Injunctive Relief on March 24, 2005, to challenge the North Fork American River Trail
Project. The decision of the Board of Supervisors to authorize the preparation of an EIR
for the North Fork American River Trail Project reflected the independent judgment of

the Board and was not compulsory.

O’Riley-9 Comment noted. No response required.
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Parry

Andy Fisher

From: Susan Parry [susanparrydvm@pacbell.net]
Sent:  Saturday, September 22, 2007 6:19 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American River Trail

Dear Mr Fisher,

Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study of the North Fork American River Frail (a new trail
proposed by Placer County from the Confluence to Ponderosa Bridge along the south side of the North Fork of Parry-1
the American River} I hope you will consider the needs of the equestrian users.
It will be very helpful if we have facilities to water our horses, at least at the staging area. | Parry-2

Please make the switchback areas wide enocugh that we can see the moutain bikes & they can see us. They get P 3
going really fast! arry-

Thank you for your consideration.
Susan Parry DVM

Susan Parry DVM, CVMT, CVA

Veterinary Acupuncture & Spinal Therapy {*Chiropractics™)

Horses, Dogs, Cats - Emphasis on Sport Horses, Rehabilitation & Pain Management
831-261-4436 celi ~

916-663-2750

9/24/2007
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Letter

PARRY Susan Parry
Response September 22, 2007
Parry-1 Equestrian uses have and will continue to be considered in the design and management of
the proposed trail.
Parry-2 Running water at the staging termini is not being proposed as part of the project.
Parry-3 See Master Response 3.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Dunbar

Andy Fisher

From: Alice Tenscher Dunbar [ailyct@inreach.com]
Sent:  Sunday, September 23, 2007 10:23 PM

To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork Trail

September 24, 2007

Andy Fisher, Senior Planer

Placer County Parks and Grounds Division
11476 C Avenue

Auburn Ca 95603

8896819

Dear Mr. Fisher:

As a person who loves the American River Canyons, a property owner and tax payer in Placer
County, | have some concerns about the proposed construction of the new North Fork Trai,
The trail should be kept to a minimum width and as close 1o 4 feet on the base as possible. Dunbar-1
This incorporates the shoulder slope as part of the overalt trail width. Some of the trails at the ‘
new Hidden Falls Park are too wide and look like roads.

The Ponderosa Read Staging Area should be eliminated. The design is much too extensive
and destructive of habitat. The roads down into the Ponderosa area are also too dangerous for
vehicles with trailers. Expand the staging area at upper Clementine where they use overflow | Dunbar-2

. boat trailer parking near the Foresthili Road. Trailer parking areas should be built with the
smallest footprint possible, _ ‘

| suggest an odd-even day trail use on the section of trail from upper Clementine to Ponderosa
Way. This seems to work well on the Tahoe Rim trail. This would make the trail safer by Dunbar-3
reducing the possibility of horse or hiker and bicycle conflicts.

Enlist the help of volunteer groups such as Folsom-Auburn Trail Riders Coalition (FATRAC),
equestrian groups and perhaps the ASRA Canyon Keepers to “patrol” (have an informative Dunbar-4
presence) upon opening the frail and on high use days.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns.
Sincerely,

Alice Tenscher Dunbar

11577 Bourbon Hili Rd.

Nevada City, CA 95959

No virus found in this outgoing message.

9/24/2007

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
Placer County 3-171 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR


Sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Rectangle

MartinA1
Text Box
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR                                                                                                                                          EDAW
Placer County                                                                                   3-171                                       Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR



Letter

DUNBAR

Response

Alice Tenscher Dunbar
September 24, 2007

Dunbar-1

Dunbar-2

Dunbar-3

Dunbar-4

As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, the tread width of the proposed trail alignment
would generally be 6 feet, but may vary as needed based on geologic and safety
considerations. A 6-foot width would conform to the ASRA IRMP standard for multiple-
use trails. See Master Response 3.

Some trails at Hidden Falls Regional Park are dirt ranch roads that existed at the time the
County purchased the property. These existing ranch roads are wider than the proposed
trail and were often constructed without environmental and sustainability considerations
in mind. The ranch roads at Hidden Falls Regional Park are not comparable with the trail
standards being used for the proposed project. The Seven Pools Loop Trail is one
example of a trail that was constructed by the County at Hidden Falls Regional Park
using similar standards to those proposed for the North Fork American River Trail.
Additional information about Hidden Falls Regional Park may be found at the Parks
Division link at www.placer.ca.gov or by calling the Placer County Parks and Grounds
office at (530) 886-4900.

See Master Response 2. There is no plan at this time to expand the upper Clementine
overflow parking.

See Master Response 3.

Input and volunteers from the public and user groups are welcome.

EDAW
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Andy Fisher

Heyward

From: BiHeyward@aol.com

Sent:  Sunday, September 23, 2007 10:38 AM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork Trait

To: Andy Fisher, Placer County

Re: North Fork American River Trail

The area is beautiful, and all the outdoor-lovers in Placer County are glad you are building this trail. Heyward-1

No. 1 is safety for all users. Standards for safety, tested all over the country, are available for

equestrians, bikers, and hikers.

Please remember to consult with active members of all user groups and you plan the route. Most of us

Heyward-2

are more than willing to help track down information for you about standards for safety and Heyward-3

environmental preservation.

Also, many groups are willing to participate in ongoing maintenance.

Barbara Heyward .

Menber, Action Coalition of Equestrians
Member, Loomis Basin Horsemen's Association
Member, California Dressage Association

Sept . 19, 2007

See what's new at AOL.corﬁ and Make AOL Your Homepage.

9/24/2007

Heyward-4
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Letter

HEYWARD Barbara Heyward
Response September 23, 2007

Heyward-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is needed.

Heyward-2 See Master Response 3.
Heyward-3 Input from the public and user groups on the proposed trail is welcome.
Heyward-4 The comment expressed willingness to participate in trail maintenance. Comment noted.

No further response is needed.
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Raymond

Andy Fisher

From: BIRDIEBCPH@aol.com

Sent:  Sunday, September 23, 2007 8:20 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North fork trafl

Dear Mr. Fisher, - :

} am writing to you as a Placer Gounty resident and avid equestrian. | trait ride my horse several times a week,
typicaliy on the Folsom Lake trails as | live right on them, but also often in the Auburn State Recreation Area,
Oimsted Loop, and in Foresthill R d
The proposed North Fork Trail is very exciting and we are s0 looking forward to enjoying it in the future. Please aymond-1
rely on some of our local equestrian groups ta help ensure the trail will be built with safety of all the users in
ming. | think a multi-use trail will best serve the community, but this obviously means a wider trail and hopefully
one that will somehow limit the speed of the mountain bikes. Staging areas that are large enough for our frucks
pulling trailers are also & necessity. ‘ Raymond-2
Thank you for your consideration. Please confact me if | can help in any way.

Roberta Raymond, DV :

9/24/2007
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Letter

RAYMOND Roberta Raymond

Response September 23, 2007
Raymond-1 Input from the public and user groups on the proposed trail is welcome.
Raymond-2 See Master Response 3. Staging termini that are planned to accommaodate horse trailers

would be designed and engineered to accommodate horse trailer size and turning radius
including consideration of side loading trailers.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Bonner

Andy Fisher

From: jeanne bonner {jeanbonner@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Monday, September 24, 2007 4:.41 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American River Trail

As an equestrian and a Placer County resident, I wish to encourage the construction of this new trail. I

ride many times a week and am always looking for new and safe trails to ride on. If it is to be multi-use,

of course many factors need to be considered such as blind curves, trail width and height, adequate Bonner-1
parking and turm around for trailers, etc. I really appreciate Placer County's interest in adding to our

wonderfol system of trails, we are really fortunate 1o live where we can play. .

9/24/2007
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Letter
BONNER Jeanne Bonner

Response September 24, 2007
Bonner-1 See Master Response 3.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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. RECEIVED
September 24, 2007 SCRITY SERviee
Facility Services 007
¢/o Andy Fisher ] EP24 P : 02
11476 C. Ave.
Aubum, CA 95603

Re: North Fork American River Trail project DEIR

Dear Mr, Fisher,

The creation of this wonderful multivse trail in the Aubumn State Recreatmn Aren
(ASRA) has the potential to add to the outdoor experience so many people desire in this .
area. While the 6 foot trail bed may not meet individual vsers desires for certain trail Gibbs-1
experiences, the trail width is a necessary factor in creating safe trail use for the variety
of trail users it is designed to accommodate.

The steep canyon topography in the ASRA does not lend itself to multiuse single track
treils because, among other things like site distance ete, there is little- or no plade to pass
other vsers as the uphill sides are too steep and the down hill sides of the trail are straight .
off. Please note item 14,1,3 “The Western States Trail is a multiple-use trail that Gibbs-2
traverses the confluence area” Isnot correct. The WST is not “a multiple use trail”.
That portion of the trail in ASRA that coincides with the Min Quarries trail, where the
trail width is over 10 feet in most aress due to the reused railroad bed, is a multiuse trail.

Regarding IMPACT 14-4 Recreation - Potential for Conflicts between Trail Users, [ was
surprised to find *.,.no safety issues related to user conflicts along éxisting trails have
been reporied (Hendricks, pers. Comm..2006) ...” Per the References section, Hendricks
spoke with Bishop, both are with EDAW. 1 was not able to find any reference to park
personnel that pzovided this information. The lack of reporting could be a tribute to the
various trail user’s ability to avoid each other at the last mmuie, thus no physical injury to
report, or threatened users no longer fravel a given irail, in any case, lack of reporting
does not mean that conflict and more importantly safety issues do not exist, Gibbs-3

In July of 2007, Action Conlition of Equestrians (ACE) turned in 500 yes/no surveys to
State Parks, Gold Fields District, in which several equestrians added comments regarding
specific unsafe encounters with mountain bikers. A letter to the editor in the Auburn
Journal December 19, 2006 described a equesirian/ mountain bike safety issue. While
not ‘scientific’, such comments have been noted to be persuasive indicators of actual
user confiict and safety issues. In addition, Iam notaware of any dedicated system in
place to report such incidents. There is no phone number on park signs, there is no
dedicated data base for such information, there is little to no way fo identify the parties
and no way to conmunicate in a timely manner with Rangers on the ground to “catch”®
anyone.

However, one can reasonably conclude, with or with out “reports™ that safety issues on ibb
poorly designed trails iniended for multi use do IN FACT EXIST. Real safety issues can Gibbs-4

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR ' EDAW
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1o longer be dismissed as “perceived” conflict. One can reasonably infer that safetyis a
very real issue given the following facts:
« Fifieen miles per hour is the allowed bike speed in the ASRA,
s Dirt trail beds do not provide fraction Tor quick stopping at that speed,
s site distance is often limited, no time to adjust speed or move out of each other’s
way,
«  trail users are mixed together in terms of direction and speed ie. no segregation
via separate lanes,
steep canyon walls, single track trail, allow no room to avoid others,
other trail users travel much slower rate

Thus safety is a ctitical factor that must be addressed in trail design.

As stated, the North Fork Trail will incorporate several measures to reduce user
conflicts. These measures must inclade bike speed control incorporated into the actual
trail design (IMBA trail books has good examples), (etiquette signs are not enough in
steep terrain) signage that provides a phone nunber for reporting incidents, removing
site distance obstacles, and maintaining the 6 foot trail bed. It is careful desipn that will
keep safety conflicts from rising fo the level of having an effect on the physical
environment.

This trail can work for a multitude of users as a way of enjoying the vast North Fork
portion of the Auburn State Recreation Area.

Thank-you for working so hard to make it a realify.

Patricia Gibbs

Gibbs-4
(Cont.)
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Letter

GIBBS Patricia Gibbs
Response September 24, 2007
Gibbs-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is needed.

Gibbs-2 Both the North and Middle Fork American River Canyons are steep sided canyons. There
are many successful trails that are used by thousands of hikers and equestrians every year
with little or no conflicts.

Gibbs-3 See Master Response 3.
Gibbs-4 See Master Response 3.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Hackbarth

Andy Fisher

From: ftriryder [triryder@pacbell.net]

Seni:  Monday, September 24, 2007 11:16 AM
To: - Andy Fisher

Subject: No Fork American River Trail

Sir, . :

t am writing in regards to the new North Fork American River Trail. | am a hiker and
equestrian, when designing the trail please consider safety issues with multi use design.
When combining mountain bike, hiker and horse. Two are slower than the 3rd, controlling
speed and line of site are the main issues of the 2 slower users. If the property allows for | Hackbarth-1
the space, the mountain bikes actually needs their own trail for going for the gusto and
speed. The other users shouldn't have to dive out of the way for the aggressive speedster.
And | do recognize that it is only a percentage of users that are that fast. But those are the
ones that are ruining the outdoor experience for the others users.

Please consider that on the eguestrian side of the house, trail riding is the fastest growing
segment of horse users in the United States, this is from the American Horse Council
Report. And within that group, there are: experienced, intermediate, and beginner riders of | Hackbarth-2
alt ages, children too. And in that experienced, intermediate, and green (non-experienced
trail) horses.

As a Grandmother, | am thrilled to be showing my grandchildren the outdoor experiences,
-but 1 do have a issue when somebody threatens their safety. | teach them courtesy when
combining with other users, and fry to explain the why's when doing so.

They are the future that we build for and | hope to continue safely showing them
appreciation for nature by way of trials.

Thank You,
Randy Hackbarth

FREE Animations for your email - by iIncrediMaill  Click Here! A

9/24/2007
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Letter

HACKBARTH

Response

Randy Hackbarth
September 24, 2007

Hackbarth-1

Hackbarth-2

See Master Response 3.

As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, the trail corridor would be cleared of vegetation to
a height of 10 feet to accommodate equestrian use. Because of the steep side slopes and
the need to support equestrian traffic, the entire trail would be cut out of the hillside. As
described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, an equestrian staging terminus would be constructed
near the confluence approximately 200 yards east of the Foresthill Bridge. In addition,
the TAG composed of local citizens and stakeholders including equestrians, hikers,
mountain bikers, and environmental organizations.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Hahn

Andy Fisher

From: SPMULE@aolcom

Sent:  Monday, September 24, 2007 3:17 PM
Te: Andy Fisher

Subject: north fork Am. River trail

Dear Andy- :
| am President of the Mother Lode Unit of Backeountry Horsemen of Ca. | am writing on behalf of our unit
which consists of over 100 members. Our mission is to help keep public lands open io recreational stock use.
We work very closely with the varlous government and private agencies fo help maintain trails. The possibility | Hahn-1
of any new trail is always very excifing. We are all becoming more aware of the fact that trails must be multi-
use, as long as this can be done safely. Thank you for your help in making this happen. Let me know if we can
be of any assistance. )

Julie Hahn
BCHC

See what's new at AQL.com and Make AOL Your Homepage.

972472007
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Letter

HAHN Julie Hahn
Response September 24, 2007
Hahn-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
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Keller

Andy Fisher

" From: Patricia Keller [pkeller224@sbcglobat. net]
Sent:  Monday, September 24, 2007 10:24 AM
To: Andy Fisher
Subject: Horse TRails

Horse trails are essential in the Auburn areali Keep the frails open and usable for the next
generation. There is no place like it in alf of California. I have lived in So Col and there are no

" places to ride. I live in Pase Robles, and there are no trials like the ones there in Placer Couniy.
I still own my house in Cool and when I come back to that area to retire, I want to ride my horse Keller-1
and enjoy the beautiful country side. :
I beg you to listen to the horsemen of the area and build and maintain trials for everyone to
enjoy...when they are gone we wili all suffer.

Patricia Keller.
805-714-8986

9/24/2007
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Letter

KELLER Patricia Keller
Response September 24, 2007
Keller-1 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Konst

Andy Fisher

From: Sarah Konst [skonst@sbcgiobal.reet]
Sent:  Monday, September 24, 2007 5:05 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: North Fork American River Trail

Dear Mr. Fisher,

'm thrilled to see such a wondefful trail project coming to fruition! I'm a local resident and equestrian and chose to
ive in Auburn because of the avaitable parks and trails here. Although 'm very excited about this irall project, |
have a few serious safety concerns which | hope will be addressed.

First of all, I'd like to point out a few examples to llustrate my point. it is an undocumented fact that the decline in
use of the Foresthill Divide/Driver's Flat loop by equestrians is due to unsafe trail conditions. These unsafe
conditions are created by the combination of inadequate line of site and drop offs combined with bicycles sharing
frails with hikers and equestrians. Cronin Ranch and the Olmstead Loop in Cool are excellent examples of mulé-
use frail systemns that are safe, These trails are wider, have better line of site, and there are no drop-offs.

_ The new North Fork Trail, as a canyon trail, should be wider than an access road (10, the actual width needs to

be maintained regularly, implements to deter bicycle speading must be installed, excellent line of sight at all imes
should be established, a thick brush edge atong the canyon side of the {rail should be created to stop any horse
or person from falling off the edge. if at any point along the trail any of these are not physically possible, then
-parallel trails should be given consideration. Note that the WST frorm Auburn to Cool and the Pioneer Express trail
going the other direction along the canyon is only for Hikers and Equestians.

In summaty, creating multi-use traile on canyon property is a whole different issue with respect 1o safety and
warrants additionat planning and safe design to insure all the users can have a safe trail experience.

Konst-1

Thank-you,
Sarah Konst
(5630) 887-8701
- 9/24/2007
EDAW ' North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Letter

KONST Sarah Konst
Response September 24, 2007
Konst-1 As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, the tread width of the proposed trail alignment

would generally be 6 feet, but may vary as needed based on geologic and safety

considerations. A 6-foot width would conform to the ASRA IRMP standard for multiple-
use trails. See Master Response 3.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Newsom

WiILLIAM A. NEWSOM

. September 24, 2007

Andrew Fisher

Placer County Dept of Facility Services
Via FAX 889-6809

11476 C Avenue

Auburn CA 94503

Subject: North Fork American River Trail Draft EIR {SCH #2005112042)

Dear Mr. Fisher,

In 1975 1 moved from Squaw Valley to Duich Flat, accepting a position as an Aubum
Superior Court Judge. Shortly thereafter, in 1978, having been elected io the same
Court.,  moved to Dutch Flat, which is just ocutside the North Fork American River
Canyon, Newsom-1

Thereafter, in 1978 | was appointed, and later twice elected to the State Court of
Appeal , where | wrote a number of opinions conceming CEQA. 1 use my close
familiarity with the North Fork Canyon arnd with the provistons of CEQA as the basis for
the following comments on the proposed North Fork Trail Project.

One of the principal reasons the North Fork Canyorn remains one of the priceless
natural areas in the West and in the world is the difficuity in accessing it. It is the Newsom-2
difficulty in geftiing in and out of it that insures its pristine character and perpetuates its
gualities as a cultural, historic and ecological treasure..

Precisely because of the difficulty of access, the Canyon remains a time capsule of
the Gold Rush and later mining efforts, essentially unvandalized. Its remoteness
protects historic and pre-historic trails; petroglyphs of unique ethnographic and cultural | Newsom-3
importance, especially to Native Americans, and a unique record ¢f the natural history
and geological record of the area. ‘

The DEIR correctly recites at pp. 6-14 that “The project vicinity is known to contain
numerous historic and prehistoric resources”. That bland statement is hardly &
substitute for a description and an assessment of the significance. of those resources.

The DEIR in my considered view is legally deficient in failing identify a multitude of | NEWSOM-4
such sites, and in ignoring numerous state, federal and county designations for which
the area could gualify through simple legistative or administrative action, e.g. as a
National Historic Site, as a State Historic Site, ete.

In closing, | am reminded of the Glen Canyon battles—won, as usual—by exploiters
and the monied interests which now so rigidly control Placer County and its last Newsom-5
P.C, Box 160, Duich Fiat, CA 95714
Office Telephone: 530-38%-2804 « Office Fax: 530-389-278%
e-mail: wanewsom @ earthiinl.ner
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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threatened. Places. Who was it that asked rhetorically whether the Dam Boosters were
prepared to flood the Sistine Chapel in order to improve public viewing of its
incomparable murais? And | am reminded of my friend Wallace Stegner’s splendid
letter to Dave Pesonen, with its resonant closing lines: “These are some of the thirgs Newsom-5

- wilderness can do for us. That is the reason we need to put into effect, for its ‘ (Cont.)
preservation, some other principle than the principles of exploitation or “usefuiness” or '
even recreation, We simply need that wild country available to us, even if we never do
more than drive to its edge and look in. For it can be a means of revesassuring
ourselves of our sanity as creatures, a part of the geography of hope”.

Thanks for giving me th chapce to comment.

Witliam A newsom

p.o. 160

Dutch flat, ca 95714
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Letter
NEWSOM William A. Newsom

Response September 24, 2007

Newsom-1 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

Newsom-2 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

Newsom-3 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

Newsom-4 Pages 6-5 through 6-8 of the DEIR provide detailed descriptions of the identified cultural
resources.

Newsom-5 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Talley

Andy Fisher

From: {alleyr@surewest.net

Sent: Monday, Septermber 24, 2007 2:34 PM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject: Trail patrol, N Fork of Amer River

I strongly support the creation of a new multiuse trail on the N. Fork of the Amer, River. Tall 1
We trail ride alot and would definitely use it. WNew trails are always a pleasure. Thanks, alley-
Sharon Talley, member of the ARTP. .

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Letter

TALLEY Sharon Talley
Response September 24, 2007
Talley-1 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
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Silva

Andy Fisher

From: Lin Silva [ins@dentalcontractors.com]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 9:37 AM
To: Andy Fisher

Subject:  New Trail - No. Fork American River Trail
Importance: High

Mt. Fisher,

1 am an equesstrian trailer usex, and have been since 1976. Back in those days, we did not have to WoLry
about bikers spooking our horses, and causing life threathening accidents. Today this is not the case. With Silva-1
repazd to the proposed trail as shown above, please do NOT widen the cotners of the switch backs. The
bikers need to slow down at the cotners as to help prevent accidents. This is totally the only responsible
option to help prevent accidents, which can be life-threatening. -

Silva-2

We also need 1o keep the trails, at least, six-feet wide. AGAIN to help prevent accidents.

Linda Silva (Lin)

Westridge Builders, Inc.
916.660.9919 ~ voice

916.660.9799 ~ fax

Joe O. Alexander Construction, Inc.
916.660.9399

6207 So. Walnut Street

Loomis, CA 95650

912412007

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Letter

SILVA Linda Silva
Response September 24, 2007
Silva-1 See Master Response 3.
Silva-2 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the

adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.
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Sweeney

Andy Fisher

From: Laurie Sweeney [Isweeney@pacbeli.net]

Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 10:46 PM

To: Andy Fisher '

Subject: Equestrian Response (o North Forik American River Trail

This is past the deadline, but I just got the reminder.

I just want to communicate that I'm an enthusiastic equestrian trail Sweeney-1
user who is tolerant of all other trail users. I actually prefer
multi-use as you will get more pecple interested in maintazining the trails.

If wider trails are not desired by the bicyclists, can we get some king of warning
mechanisms arcund tight turns, so that we don't have inadvertant collisions? Sweeney-2
Signage is good that will show right of way yields.

Thank you for including the eguestrians in your trail design!
Laurie Sweeney
Meadow Vista

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR ' EDAW
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Letter
SWEENEY Laurie Sweeney

Response September 24, 2007
Sweeney-1 The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is
required.
Sweeney-2 See Master Response 3. Clearing standards would allow for creation of safe sight lines

around curves in the trail.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 3-198 Placer County



Sweeney

Andy Fisher

From: Laurie Sweeney [Isweeney@pacbeli.net]

Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 10:46 PM

To: Andy Fisher '

Subject: Equestrian Response (o North Forik American River Trail

This is past the deadline, but I just got the reminder.

I just want to communicate that I'm an enthusiastic equestrian trail Sweeney-1
user who is tolerant of all other trail users. I actually prefer
multi-use as you will get more pecple interested in maintazining the trails.

If wider trails are not desired by the bicyclists, can we get some king of warning
mechanisms arcund tight turns, so that we don't have inadvertant collisions? Sweeney-2
Signage is good that will show right of way yields.

Thank you for including the eguestrians in your trail design!
Laurie Sweeney
Meadow Vista

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR ' EDAW
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Letter

D. WILLIAMS  Donna Williams
Response September 24, 2007

D. Williams-1 As described on page 3-9 of the DEIR, the proposed trail would be designed to be as low-
maintenance as practicable, and should not require brush and tree trimming maintenance
during the first 3 years of use. The County is committed to long-term maintenance of the
proposed trail and staging termini in accordance with License No. 04-LC-20-8324 issued
to Placer County by Reclamation for construction and maintenance of the North Fork
American River Trail.

D. Williams-2 See Master Response 3.

D. Williams-3 The comment expressed support for the proposed project and does not pertain to the
adequacy of the DEIR. No further response is required.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Kita

Andy Fisher

From: JoAnn Skinner-Kita Jioannkita@gmait.com]
Sept: ' Sunday, September 18, 2007 2:26 PMi

To: Andy Fisher

Subject: Notth Fork Trail - Reasonable Solution

Mr. Andy Fisher,

As aresident of Auburn and an avid user of the Auburn Recreation Area, 1 iry to keep updated on Kita-1
developments in the canyon. :

In this instance T have specific concerns about the fact that a 6 ft wide trail is proposed to bebuilt. I
fee] that the orginally proposed 4 ft trail will more than accomodate the needs of varions recreation. I Kita-2
would also like to be assured that with construction of any trail that environmentally sound practices
will be employed; exosion controls, riparian rem off mitigated, efe. '

1 ain also aware that mountain bikers and equestrian folks often have conflicts when using the same
tails. One proposed solution which [ agree with is to clearly post days of use, fairly alternating between | Kijtg-3
these two groups. o

Sincerely,

Jo Anpn Kita

91712007

. North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR

Placer County 3-201 RER
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Letter

KITA Jo Ann Kita
Response September 16, 2007
Kita-1 Comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR. No further response required.
Kita-2 As described on page 16-5 of the DEIR, a narrower tread width would have more of an

impact on user safety and recreation because of user conflicts and reduced lines of sight.
In addition, this tread width of 4 feet would not conform to the minimum width standards
of the ASRA IRMP for multiple-use trails. Also see response Yeates-4.

Kita-3 See Master Response 3.
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NORTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER TRAIL DRAFT EIR

PUBLIC MEETING

SUMMARY MEETING NOTES

DATE:
TIME:

Thursday, August 23, 2007
6:30 pm

LOCATION: Planning Commission Hearing Room, Auburn, CA

STAFF AND CONSULTANTS ATTENDING:

John Ramirez, Parks Administrator, Placer County Steve Heipel, EDAW
Albert Ritchie, Placer County Stephanie Bradley, EDAW
Andy Fisher, Placer County

Jim Durfee, Placer County

MEETING PURPOSE:

The purpose of the public meeting is to present a summary of the proposed project and seek public comments on
the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) as part of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

process.

SUMMARY MEETING NOTES:

Comment .

Designation: Summary of Key Points:

Martin 2-1 Concerned about the amount of money put into replacing trees. It should be limited to a
specific number of trees to be removed.

Martin 2-2 The existing trails are popular — there have already been a couple of near misses between
users. The width of the trail is critical to the enjoyment of the trail — the width should be as
similar as possible to the Connector Trail. Try to mimic the meander, undulation, and width.
The width shouldn’t be too wide or too narrow. A 20-foot width on switchbacks is optimal.
25 feet is better than 15 feet for switchbacks. Ten percent grades are too steep unless they
are only for short distances. Four to seven percent grades are better.

Wauters 3-1 The trail width is interesting. It is forbiddingly narrow in some places; there is no place to
get off the trail. It is too narrow now. The trail needs to be wide enough for a walker, a dog,
and a biker. The Connector trail is too narrow.

Gerhard-1 It is good to have passing lanes or turnouts, if possible.

Sorensen 2-1

She rides trails on horseback a couple times a week. The project is wonderful and consistent
with the area being an endurance capital. Equestrian users bring in business to the area. The
size of trucks and trailers are growing and she is concerned about there being enough room
for them to turn around and get in and out of the staging termini. Would like to see water for
horses provided at the staging termini and manure disposal.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW

Placer County
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Comment

Summary of Key Points:

Designation:

Goodwin 2-1 Concerned about the north end of the trail. Foresthill Road would be accessible from the
other end of Ponderosa Way. The road is already bad, especially for trailers. People may
think Ponderosa Way is a short cut and may get stuck. There would be an increase in traffic
from Weimar. Need to consider the cost of maintaining the road.

Terrazos-1 The trail alignment should protect other existing trails. Hoping that existing trails won’t be
disturbed.
Terrazos-2 The switchbacks should be more rounded rather than zig-zag design.

Garabedian-1

The Bifurcation Alternative was discussed as part of the settlement agreement and is not part
of the public record. Those pages should be removed from the document.

Garabedian-2

The trail is inconsistent with the ASRA plan.

Garabedian-3

The project area is remote and should be a State Preserve. The EIR should distinguish
between heavy recreation areas and remote recreation and indicate that the area would be
open to the public for the 1¥ time.

Garabedian-4

The Auburn Cool Crossing EIR is part of the updated ASRA plan; the North Fork American
River Trail project should be incorporated into the ASRA plan too.

Garabedian-5

The MND states that the trail could be extended.

Garabedian-6

The ASRA plan states that trails should be built to USFS standards.

Garabedian-7

Need to recognize other trails (bike cross country trail).

Garabedian-8

The EIR needs to be clear if the 2003 or 2004 Trail Plan is the subject of the EIR.

Garabedian-9

The cultural surveys, TAG meeting minutes, biological surveys, and visual simulations
should be available to the public.

Garabedian-10

The project has changed, so there should be a new EA or an EIS prepared.

Garabedian-11

The TAG process was inadequate and incomplete. TAG should be reopened and expand the
membership. The TAG shouldn’t be relied on.

Garabedian-12

Concerned that the project is not a proper use of grant funds.

Garabedian-13

EIR states that the trail is based on Troy Scott Parker’s book, Natural Surface Trails by
Design, but it isn’t consistent with this book.

Garabedian-14

The water quality certification received earlier this year was based the voided MND. The
County needs to go back to agencies and get new permits. It is illegal to construct based on
existing permits.

Garabedian-15

The EIR should be placed in the Colfax Library and ASRA office.

Garabedian-16

Is staking off different from flagging?

Garabedian-17

The changes that have been made to the trail are appreciated and commenter is looking
forward to additional changes.

Garabedian-18

What would you do with material that is cut for the trail? Soil and rock?

Garabedian-19

Does the project require a grading permit?

EDAW
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Comment .

Designation: Summary of Key Points:

Garabedian-20 Housing on the ridge requires a trail easement be allowed on the property north of the
staging termini. Commenter is concerned the County is looking to extend the trail.

Peterson-1 Concerned about maintenance. Six feet is an adequate width if the trail stays at 6 feet. Trails
are usually built larger than they are expected to remain with passing. Need to plan for
maintenance to maintain the 6-foot width.

Peterson-2 What is Hendricks, pers. comm..? What are his qualifications? Shouldn’t have pers. comm..
Comment is not correct and not substantiated.

Peach 2-1 Is the Ponderosa Way staging termini cut on the existing road or is it above the high water
line? What is the acreage of that staging terminus?

Covich-1 This is a good process. The trail was supposed to be on the other side of the canyon and part
of the Cap-to-Cap trail. Would like to see a trail on the other side researched that makes a
loop to reduce traffic.
North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW

Placer County
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Public Hearing

MARTIN 2 Randy Martin
Response August 23, 2007

Martin 2-1 Pursuant to the Placer County Tree Ordinance, the County would purchase oak woodland
mitigation credits for all oak trees greater than 6 inches dbh that are removed as a result

of the project.

Martin 2-2 The design criteria, construction methods, and equipment used for the proposed project
would be similar to those used for the Connector Trail. See Master Response 3. See

response Shuttleworth-5.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Public Hearing

WAUTERS 3 Helen Crawford
Response August 23, 2007

Wauters 3-1 As described on page 3-5 of the DEIR, the tread width of the proposed trail alignment
would generally be 6 feet, but may vary as needed based on geologic and safety
considerations. A 6-foot width would conform to the ASRA IRMP standards for
multiple-use trails. See Master Response 3.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Public Hearing
GERHARD Andrew Gerhard
Response August 23, 2007

Gerhard-1 Subject to the dimensional standards described in the DEIR and in accordance with
environmental protections included in the MMRP and terms of various permits, passing
lanes and/or turnouts may be field located during construction at locations that would
promote user safety and enjoyment.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Public Hearing
SORENSEN 2 Ruth Sorensen
Response August 23, 2007

Sorensen 2-1 As described on page 3-6 of the DEIR, State Park Trail Standards require either a gravel
or dirt surface for equestrian facilities. Staging termini that are planned to accommodate
horse trailers would be designed and engineered to accommodate horse trailer size and
turning radius including consideration of side loading trailers. Water for horses is not
being proposed at the staging termini at this time.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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Public Hearing

GOODWIN 2 Richard Goodwin

Response August 23, 2007
Goodwin 2-1 See Master Response 2.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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TERRAZQOS

Response

Public Hearing
Franki Terrazos
August 23, 2007

Terrazos-1

Terrazos-2

As described in Mitigation Measure 6-1 on page 6-15 of the DEIR, to ensure that
construction of the proposed trail avoids all significant documented cultural resources in
the project area, the County shall realign the trail route as follows:

The proposed trail shall be realigned at least 25 feet downslope from sites NF-4, NF-5,
NF-7, and NF-8 to eliminate direct impacts and reduce the possibility of trail-related
erosion and siltation.

The proposed trail shall be realigned at least 25-50 feet upslope from the currently
proposed trail alignment from the Ponderosa Bridge to approximately 2,000 feet
downriver to avoid the historically mined bar (site NF-9) and associated features.

Switchbacks would be constructed in substantial conformance with Type I, 11, or 111
switchback standards published by the USFS and viewable at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/database/acad/dev/trails/trails.htm. It is expected that the most
applicable switchback type for the North Fork American River Trail Project will the Type
Il or “Rolling Crown” type switchback. The determination of switchback type at each
switchback location will be made in the field to best fit the conditions. There are 16
switchbacks anticipated for this project.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR EDAW
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GARABEDIAN

Response

Public Hearing
Michael Garabedian
August 23, 2007

Garabedian-1

Garabedian-2

Garabedian-3

Garabedian-4

Garabedian-5

Garabedian-6

Garabedian-7

Garabedian-8

Garabedian-9

Garabedian-10

Garabedian-11

Garabedian-12

Garabedian-13

See Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” of this document for a revision of this text.

The proposed project would be included in the updated ASRA General Plan. As
described on page 108 of the ASRA Interim Resources Management Plan (IRMP), trails
within the ASRA are not necessarily limited to those proposed on the trails map (Plate 4).
New trails may be permitted with the approval of the administrative agency. The County
has coordinated closely with State Parks and Reclamation to ensure the proposed project
would be consistent with the existing IRMP.

See response Friends 1-5.

The proposed project would be included in the updated ASRA General Plan.
See response Friends 1-31.

See response Friends 1-3.

Exhibit 14-1 on page 14-3 of the DEIR shows other existing trails and roads in the project
area. Planning efforts for the North Fork American River Trail Project took into account
the proximity and connectivity of other trails within the ASRA. As a 14.2 mile trail
project designed for stand alone utility and connectivity to existing trails within the
ASRA and having beginning and ending termini within the ASRA, consideration of
connectivity to trails on a broader regional or state wide level is not applicable to this
project.

See response Friends 1-2.

The cultural surveys for the project are confidential because of the sensitivity of
identifying known cultural sites. The TAG meeting minutes, biological surveys, and
visual simulations are part of the public record and are available at the County offices for
review.

See response Yeates-13.
See response Friends 1-39.
See response Friends 1-45.

See response Friends 1-3. As described on page 3-3 of the DEIR, the County used
standard procedures (Parker 2004) for design and construction of the proposed trail.
County trail planners delineated the proposed trail alignment by walking and scouting the
entire length of the project area for the most suitable route. During these initial field
surveys, the trail was staked along an alignment that avoids profile grades greater than
10%, large rock outcrops, trees larger than 6 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh),
and potential cultural resource sites. The proposed trail alignment was also delineated
based on recommendations in the geotechnical report written by Blackburn Consulting
(2007) for the proposed project (Appendix B), and it was designed to avoid high-erosion
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Garabedian-14

Garabedian-15

Garabedian-16

Garabedian-17

Garabedian-18

Garabedian-19

Garabedian-20

areas. Wherever feasible, the trail corridor has a grade of less than 10%, and it mostly
passes on the high side of mature trees to reduce construction-related damage to root
structure. Final tread alignment adjustments will be made within the proposed trail
corridor to avoid sensitive resources, make use of natural features, and incorporate grade
reversals.

See response Yeates-4. As described on page 5-17 of the DEIR, because of alignment
changes and new drainages affected since the issuance of the 1602 Streambed Alteration
Agreement, the permit application will be resubmitted following the filing of the Notice
of Determination for the proposed project, and any new conditions attached to the
reissuance of the Streambed Alteration Agreement will be implemented. As described on
page 3-10 of the DEIR, after the 404 permit was issued the trail was realigned, resulting
in placement of fill in two new drainage crossings and avoiding placement of fill into
four previously included drainage crossings. Therefore, an amendment to Nationwide
Permit 42 will be requested.

Public noticing and posting of documents related to the North Fork American River Trail
Project FEIR will continue to be performed in accordance with CEQA guidelines. The
locations of posted documents for public review including physical locations and website
information will be described in public notices.

The terms “flagging” and “staking” have been used interchangeably to describe the
layout of the proposed trail corridor. The terms “finish flagging” or “tight line flagging”
are used to describe the layout of the final tread positioning within the trail corridor.
Comment noted. No further response required.

The cut material, distributed uniformly onto the subadjacent slope, would “adjust” to the
slope and settle over time.

See response Friends 1-47.

See response Friends 1-30.
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Public Hearing

Peterson Janet Peterson
Response August 23, 2007
Peterson-1 As described on page 3-10 of the DEIR, maintenance activities would be performed by

County staff or volunteers, and maintenance would occur annually or as needed.
Localized, hand-sprayed herbicide or mechanical or manual vegetation removal would be

required along the trail tread for the first year to prevent vegetation from overgrowing the
tread.

Peterson-2 See Master Response 3.

EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Public Hearing

PEACH 2 Eric Peach
Response August 23, 2007

Peach 2-1 As described on page 3-9 of the DEIR, the Ponderosa Staging Terminus would be
constructed approximately 400 yards east of the Ponderosa Bridge on the south side of
the canyon. The area would be constructed by cut and fill of a road bank and a ledge
below the roadway. The Ponderosa Staging Terminus would be approximately 0.4 acre.

North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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Public Hearing

COVICH Toby Covich
Response August 23, 2007
Covich-1 See Master Response 1.
EDAW North Fork American River Trail Project FEIR
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